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C ha pter I
a n in t r o d u c t io n

Geoffrey Chaucer was bom in the early 1340s to Agnes and John Chaucer, a prominent
London Vintner, John Chaucer's success and royal connections likely provided Chaucer
with a good education and an opportunity to begin a career as a public servant.1 As such,
Chaucer served as a soldier, a diplomat, a customs officer, and a forester, to name a few of
his positions. But in one sense, it seems as though Chaucer lived a dual life, for while he
was advancing his career, Chaucer was also writing great works of English poetry.
Among his greatest works arc The Parliament o f Fowls (c. 1380), Troilus and Criseyde (c.
1382-86), The Legend o f Good Women (c. 1386), and the unfinished Canterbury Tales
which he probably began in the late 1380s. The contrast between Chaucer's successful
career and his role of poet is truly marked by the fact that we know many details about his
public life by way of the records associated with his career, but we know very little about
his life as a poet. Indeed, even the manuscripts of his poetry lie outside the scope of his
life, for none of them seem to have been copied prior to Chaucer's death in 1400. There
are, however, eighty-five manuscripts with The Canterbury Tales (several fragmentary),
sixteen with Troilus and Criseyde, fourteen with The Parliament o f Fowls, and eleven with
Legend o f Good Women, Notably, only one of these manuscripts, Cambridge,
University Library, MS. Gg.4.27, approaches the notion of a corpus of Chaucer's works.

•See Derek Pearsall, The Life o f Geoffrey Chaucer (Cambridge: Blackwell, 1992)
for a detailed biography of Chaucer based upon the Life Records.

1
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Cambridge, University Library, MS. Gg.4.27 is a paradox. On the one hand, MS.
Gg.4.27 brings together more o f Chaucer’s work than any other extant manuscript. It
contains Troilus and Criseyde, The Canterbury Tales, Legend o f Good Women, Parliament
o f Fowls, and a few short poems; it also contains John Lydgate's Temple o f Glas and La
compleyn. On the other hand, MS. Gg.4.27 has sometimes been overlooked in favor of
other copies of Chaucer’s works even though it is important for its unique spellings, its
organization, and its value as a corpus. Additionally, no one has thoroughly studied this
manuscript in relation to the events and culture in which it was produced.
There are no manuscripts of Chaucer’s works that have been dated to his lifetime
with absolute certainty.2 Thus, there do not appear to be any authoritative copies of
Chaucer's work; there is no single manuscript which we can point to as containing
Chaucer's intention. Nor is there any contemporary evidence to support the notion that
Chaucer was a highly respected court poet or intentionally did anything to ennoble the
English language as John Drydcn suggests in his "Preface to Fables Ancient and
Modem."3 We are, in fact, largely dependent upon the fifteenth-century historicization of
Chaucer for what wc know and read, the only exception being Chaucer’s life records
which list nothing about his poetry.4 A close examination of how this century chose to
record the man and his works may yield new ways of looking at his poetry from a
twentieth-century perspective.5 There is, however, the problem of methodology in
2Thc one possible exception is New York, Picrpont Morgan Library, MS. M. 817
which may have been started as early as 1399; sec M. B. Parkcs, "Palcographical
Description and Commentary," Troilus and Criseyde: A Facsimile o f Corpus Christi
College Cambridge MS 61 (Cambridge: D. S. Brewer Ltd., 1978).
3John Drydcn, "Preface to Fables Ancient and Modem," O f Dramatic Poesy and
Other Critical Essays, cd. George Watson (London: J. M. Dent, 1962) 2:280-284.
4John H. Fisher, "Animadversions on the Text of Chaucer, 1988," Speculum 63
(1988) 783, sec also 779-783 on the state of the Life Records and other documents; sec
Seth Lcrcr, Chaucer and His Readers (Princeton UP, 1993) 6, on the creation o f Chaucer
as an author by the fifteenth century.
5On the importance of the fifteenth century reception of Chaucer and how that
reception constructs Chaucer see Lcrcr 3-21; in manuscript studies this may be observed in
Stephan G. Nichols, "Introduction: Philology in a Manuscript Culture," Speculum 65
(January 1990) 1-10; Gabricllc M. Spiegel notes that "Literary Text and Historical context
arc not the same thing, and if one should not be reduced to the other, neither should they be
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approaching such a task, a task which involves looking at how scribes and editors viewed
the previous century. In addition to this, there is the problem of discerning historical fact
about Chaucer from historical legend, which means separating, in many cases, Chaucer the
poet from Chaucer the yeoman.6
There has been a long tradition in the presentation of Chaucer's works that was
perpetuated veil into the 1980s. This tradition held wonderful and irresistible views of
Chaucer, views which painted a relatively complete portrait of his life and work. Likewise,
we tend to believe that, thanks to an excellent tradition of textual editing, we can be
reasonably sure that the Chaucer we have in our Riverside Chaucer is faithful to Chaucer's
intentions.7 This perception of Chaucer has been passed down for many years; however,
it would seem that as they set about normalizing the spelling in his texts, Chaucer's scribes
and editors may have normalized his life as well. To be more specific, it today seems that
Chaucer's life has been romanticized and compartmentalized. As it sought to complete and
document all of knowledge, early nineteenth-century scholarship, with the significant help
of historicizations from previous centuries, sought to answer questions about the
authorship and life of Chaucer. Stories have circulated about everything from Chaucer's
bad marriage to a supposed stay in prison for his alleged support of Wycliff.8 Until the

held up as identical foci of the scholar's gaze;" nor can we abandon our modem
perspectives (and critical theories) in attempting to understand the Middle Ages; "History,
Historicism, and the Social Logic of the Text in the Middle Ages," Speculum 65 (January
1990) 75, 59-86.
^Chaucer began his career as a yeoman, or valettus, in 1359 and served in this rank
for much o f his life; again, see Pearsall, The Life o f Geoffrey Chaucer.
7It has been suggested that this tradition of editing Chaucer's works as they appear
in the Riverside Chaucer has in fact given us a text "scrubbed of its iniquities, its aporia and
contradictions neatly mended, its strangenesses rendered familiar. . . a text thoroughly
killed, and unlikely to rise again;" Russell Potter, "Political Chaucer: Heresy, Sedition and
the Vernacular Tradition of Dissent, 1400-1550," Hwcct! 1 (1989) 15.
ironically, the Wife of Bath's Prologue and Talc are key sources for these two
stories; in George Kane, Chaucer and Langland: Historical and Textual Approaches
(Berkeley and Los Angeles: U of California P, 1989)14, Kane notes, "we cannot know ..
. whether Chaucer got on badly with his wife"; in L. D. Benson, "A Reader's Guide to
Writings on Chaucer," Geoffrey Chaucer, ed. Derek Brewer (Ohio UP, 1975) 334,
Benson suggests Chaucer was probably a "loyal churchman."
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research and publication of the Life Records began in the nineteenth century, almost
nothing was known about Chaucer's life, and "legends passed for fact."9
As might be expected, most of these stories have roots in his poetry. Readers have,
for example, supposed a knowledge of alchemy from Chaucer’s descriptions of it and
legend even has it that Chaucer discovered its secret.10 But how can we seriously consider
references to popular topics of the fourteenth century as autobiographical without additional
support from outside his poetry? George Kane notes in his essay, "The Autobiographical
Fallacy in Chaucer and Langland Studies," that when we know almost nothing about an
author as dynamic as Chaucer, it is only natural to turn to his poetry to provide ourselves
with a biography, but in doing so we may be creating fictional accounts.11
Even when we attempt to tie the Life Records to the poetry, we may be reduced to
speculation, or at very best, inconclusive interpretations. For example, legend has
suggested »hat Chaucer’s use of legal terminology in The Franklin's Tale is an
autobiographical reference to his supposed rape of Cecily Chaumpaignc.12 In this case a
document can be used to support the supposed autobiographical reference. On 4 May
1380, Cecily Chaumpaignc enrolled a deed of release in the Chancery of King Richard II
which released Chaucer from ’"all manner of actions such as they relate to my rape or any
other thing or cause’ (’omnimodas acciones tarn dc raptu meo tarn de aliqua alia re vcl
causa’)."13 The problem here, however, is the definition of raptus in 1380. It is not
absolutely clear whether this means rape or abduction, or abduction and rape against the
woman's will or only against her parents’ will.14 Beyond this there may also have been a
matter of manipulation; for example, abduction and rape could lead to marriage if the victim

9Bcnson 331.
10S. F. Damon, "Chaucer and Alchemy," PMLA 39 (1924) 782-788.
n Kanc 1-14.
12R. BIcnncr-Hassctt, "Autobiographical Aspects of Chaucer's Franklin,"
Speculum 28 (1953).
13Christophcr Cannon, "Raptus in the Chaumpaignc Release and a newly
Discovered Document Concerning the Life of Geoffrey Chaucer," Speculum 68 (1993) 74.
l4Cannon 78.
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consented, even if her parents initially objected to the marriage.15 Nor does the document
prove Chaucer’s innocence or guilt in the first place. Using documents as a means for
supporting autobiographical theories about a text may prove difficult at best.
Likewise, such attempts to construct a fourteenth century Chaucer are weak for lack
of concrete data. And, just as there is no real evidence about his marriage, his politics, his
belief in alchemy, or his relationships with women, there is no contemporary evidence to
support the notion that Chaucer was a highly respected court poet or intentionally did
anything to ennoble the English language. These legends can be traced to fifteenth-century
readers and manuscripts, particularly between 1400 and 1425. Consider, for example, the
notion of Chaucer as Father of the English Language. The first recorded instance of
anyone referring to Chaucer as such is Thomas Hocclevc, who refers to Chaucer as "fader
reverent" and "universal fadir in science” in his Regiment o f Princes. It is also in this work
that Hocclevc suggests he had a personal relationship with Chaucer and presents us with
the famous portrait of Chaucer, as well. Of course Hocclevc's praise and portrait come
after Chaucer's death. Seth Leter describes this view as Hocclevc's "post-Chaucerian
obeisances."16 As Lcrcr notes, there is, conversely, a tendency to look for that figure of
Chaucer in his poetry, particularly the paternal link between the knight and his squire, and
this may have translated into a view of historical paternity for fifteenth-century readers.17
Ironically, Hocclevc was alone in this reception of Chaucer; all other poets in the fifteenth
century referred to Chaucer as their "master," not their "father."18 Still, it was Hocclevc's
reception which caught on and still holds our imaginations:
Whether we see the "father Chaucer" Hocclevc makes as the product of
literary trope or psychological dysfunction, this appellation has its hold on modem
readers precisely in its ambiguous relationship to both: Neither wholly conventional
15Cannon 81.
l6Lcrcr 58.
17Lcrcr 57-59; A. C. Spearing, Medieval to Renaissance (Cambridge: Cambridge
UP, 1985) 90-92.
l8Lce Patterson, Chaucer and the Subject o f History (Madison: U of Wisconsin P,
1991) 16; these poets include John Lydgate, George Ashby, and John Rastell.
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nor wholly autobiographical, Hocclevc’s responses to Chaucerian authority feed
our understandings of reception and response as problems in the personal
adjudication o f the txoped.19
Of course, the leap from Hocclevc's trope to the modem view of a literary heritage did not
just happen; centuries of contextualization and historicizing bridge that gap, and the
keystone was probably John Dryden. In his 1700 "Preface to Fables Ancient and
Modem," Diyden contextualizcs Hocclcvc by declaring Chaucer the "father of English
poetry."20 It is here. too. that Dryden credits Chaucer and the Canterbury Tales with
encompassing the "whole English nation,"21 setting Chaucer up as not only the Father of
English literature, but the creator of its national literary voice as well. This certainly was
not lost on the nineteenth century.
During a time of nationalism, it would certainly have been desirable to proclaim
Chaucer as the Father of English Literature, the man who made the vernacular respectable
as an oral literature in the courts of Kings. Through these legends, Chaucer becomes
knowablc and memorable, personal even. Lee Patterson notes that "since the nineteenth
century, Chaucer criticism has focused almost exclusively on the question of character. . .
."22 By extension, character becomes the national identity of a people. Unfortunately, this
approach to Chaucer's works has reduced them to objects meant to represent the values of
the period. The end result is a process of continually reconstructing the object of
representation so that it becomes "an open site for negotiating the problematic relationship
between outer and inner, historical particularity and transhistorical generality."23 Indeed,
we have done this to Chaucer as well as his poetry.
Returning to Hocclevc, we find that not only did he initiate the view of Chaucer as
our literary father, a view which Dtydcn perpetuates, but Hocclcvc also participated in the
visual image of Chaucer when he included a posthumous portrait in the Regiment o f
•’ Lcrcr 58-59.
20Drydcn 2:280; Patterson, Chaucer, 13.
2'Drydcn 284.
22Pattcrson, Chaucer, 15.
23Pattcrson, Chaucer, 15-16.
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Princes. Hocclevc maintains that this portrait, which appears in London, British Library,
MS. Harley 4866, is an accurate one, a position which Derek Pearsall finds likely,
particularly since the manuscript was probably made in the early 1410’s.24 Whether or not
this is true is debatable, but it is important to note that the portrait includes a stylus hanging
from Chaucer's neck, thus depicting Chaucer as a writer, whether he ever saw himself that
way or not.25 Hoccleve thus presented the "fadir reverent" as one who could be identified
as a writer from his very appearance. However, in this case, Hoccleve was probably not
the first.
Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, MS. 61 of Troilus and Criseyde contains the
famous portrait of what appears to be Chaucer reading to the royal court. But since there is
no evidence to suggest Chaucer actually did read to the court, and since the portrait was
almost certainly done after his death, the image may be a creation of the early fifteenth
century which has held sway on our imaginations for centuries.26 Indeed, V. J.
Scattergood suggests that the portrait is the origin of the legend of Chaucer as a Court
Poet.27 Through the centuries the portrait has affirmed the images of Chaucer the Court
Poet, as Father of the English Language. Thus it would seem that in text and art, these
images were created by the fifteenth century.
This being the case, it is tempting to ask, how will a study of a fifteenth century
manuscript help us to understand Chaucer better? The answer is that in the absence of
documents of Chaucer’s poetry before his death in 1400, it would seem best to look at the
generation which followed Chaucer to, at the very least, gain a better understanding of how
he was first perceived and received. The basis for historicizing the reception of Chaucer’s

24Pearsall 287.
25Fisher strongly argues that Chaucer probably never saw himself as a writer;
Fisher 783.
26M. B. Parkcs dates the manuscript at the first quarter of the fifteenth century;
Parkcs 2.
27V. J. Scattergood, "Literary Culture at the Court of Richard II," English Court
Culture in the Later Middle Ages, cd. V. J. Scattergood and J. W. Sherborne (London:
Gerald Duckworth & Co., Ltd., 1983) 30-31.
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work, therefore, should be the early fifteenth-century manuscripts in which it is contained,
and the most useful of these is MS, Gg.4.27 because of the complexity of its production
and the scope of its contents. A close examination of this early fifteenth-century
manuscript demonstrates how this century chose to record Chaucer’s works and yields new
ways of reading his poetry. MS. Gg.4.27 sheds light on the construction of Chaucer, the
poet, because it is an early collection of his major works. By making a detailed,
codicological study of MS. Gg.4.27,1 will illustrate how the early fifteenth century
contributed to the narrative of Chaucer and his works which has been accepted well into the
twentieth century. Based on my examination. I argue that MS. Gg.4.27 is an East Anglian
production that was probably produced in a large atelier or workshop, that it is the earliest
surviving effort to create a corpus of Chaucer’s poetry, and that the manuscript and its
production provide important information about the reception of Chaucer in the fifteenth
century.

General Features of MS. Gg.4.27

Though MS. Gg.4.27 is most often thought of as a Chaucer manuscript, it also contains
poetical works by John Lydgate as well as two anonymous short poems. However, as this
study will bear out in due course, Chaucer's works are most certainly the focus of the
manuscript (sccTablc I for a table of contents for MS. Gg.4.27 in what is believed to be its
original state as a corpus).
There arc also two additions to the manuscript which need to be noted here, but will
not be included in this study. One of the additions was a fourteenth-century copy of King
Horn, probably added in the seventeenth century along with the other additional material.
The King Horn manuscript was certainly not intended to be part of the original codex. It is
in an individual gathering of fourteen leaves which arc much smaller than the original
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An ABC
Lenvoy de Chaucer a Scogan
Truth (Baladc dc Bon Conseyl)
The Bird’s praise of Love29
De Amico ad amicam; Responsio30

folios 5-7v28
folios 7v-8v
folio 8v
folios 8v-10v
folios lO v-llv

Quire I

Troilus and Criseyde

folios 14v?-126v

Quires II-XI

The Canterbury Tales

folios 132-443v

Quires XI-XXXVII

The Legend of Good Women

folios 445-480v

Quires XXXVI1-XL

The Parliament of Fowls

folios 480v-490v

Quires XL-XLII

The Temple of Glas31

folios 490v?-509v

Quires XLI-XLII1

La complevn32

folios 509v-516

Quire XLIII

TABLE I: Table of Extant Original Contents for MS. Gg.4.27 by Folios and Gatherings

manuscript, and may have circulated as a self-contained booklet before it was placed at the
end of the codex.33 Since this time, it has been removed from MS. Gg.4.27, and it is
identified as Cambridge, University Library, MS. Gg.4.27(2).34 There arc, however, still

28Lcaves 1-4 arc missing.
29Scc C. Brown and R. H. Robbins, cds., Index o f Middle English Verse (New
York. 1943) 1506.
30Brown and Robbins 16 and 19.
31Brown and Robbins 851; sec also John Lydgate, The Temple o f Glas, cd. J.
Schick, EETS, ES 60 (1891).
32Brown and Robbins 147; and John Lydgate "La Compleyn," cd. J. Schick,
EETS, ES 60 (1891); MS. Gg.4.27 and London, British Library, MS. Additional 16165
arc the only manuscripts to contain this accompaniment to The Temple o f Glas.
33In addition to the change in size, MS. Gg.4.27 (2) is in a different hand, employs
different decoration and ordinatio, and is in a gathering larger than most found in MS.
Gg.4.27; for more details and examples on the identification of booklets, sec P. R.
Robinson, "The 'Booklet:' a Self-contained Unit in Composite Manuscripts,"
Codicologica, cds. A. Gruys, ct al., 4 vols. (Leiden 1976-80) 3:46-69, and R. Hanna,
"Booklets in Medieval Manuscripts: Further Considerations,” Studies in Bibliography 39
(1986): 100-111; for a convenient listing of the criteria sec Patrick W. Conner, AngloSaxon Exeter: a Tenth-Century Cultural History, Studies in Anglo-Saxon History 4
(Woodbridge. Suffolk, UK: Boydcll Press, 1993), 110-111.
34For a detailed study of this manuscript sec Rosamund Allen, King Horn: An
Edition Based on Cambridge University Library MS Gg.4.27 (2) (New York: Garland
Publishing, Inc., 1984).
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an additional 35 leaves currently at the end of MS. Gg.4.27. These were originally added
throughout the manuscript to provide supplemental material as well as the lacunae which
occurred as a result of the mutilations. Most of this material comes from Spcght's 1598
edition,35 and was added in the early seventeenth century (see Table II). These additions
contain seventeenth-century foliations which indicate they were once placed within the
manuscript itself. Based on this evidence, they were probably arranged in the following
manner: Additional Folios 1-5 containing Gentilesse, notes on King Horn and Hoccleve,
Hoccleve's verse, Chaucer's portrait and genealogy, the title page, and Chaucer's
biography appeared at the beginning of the manuscript (before An ABC); folio 7 containing
Praise for Chaucer appeared after the short poems and just before Troilus; folios 8-28
containing the missing text were apparently placed at their appropriate places in Troilus and
the Tales; folios 29-35 containing the Retraction, Glossary, Arguments, and the three short
poems were placed at the end of the book.36 According to Additional Folio 2 (the note on
King Horn) and the 1858 Library Catalogue,37 the copy of King Horn once appeared
between Lydgate's La compleyn and additional folio 29 containing the Retraction.38
The original fifteenth-century portion of MS. Gg.4.27 contained 517 leaves of
which 63 are now missing. It would appear that all 63 were removed intentionally, having
been cut with some sort of knife, though not necessarily at the same time. In almost each
case, the missing leaf occurs at a place in or between the texts where one would expect to
find illuminated borders and initials and/or miniatures. In many cases, traces of such
decoration survive on the remaining stub. Additionally, in almost every case, knife marks
and cuts appear on the leaf following the loss. These marks invariably match the shape of

35Dcrck Pearsall, "Thomas Spcght," Editing Chaucer: The Great Tradition, Paul G.
Ruggicrs, cd. (Norman: Pilgrim Books, 1984) 79.
36Parkcs and Beadle 6.
37C. Hardwick and H. R. Luard, A Catalogue o f the Manuscripts preserved in the
Library o f the University o f Cambridge (Cambridge, 1856-67).
38Parkcs and Beadle 6; it is interesting to note that the Retraction, unlike the other
supply leaves, appeared not only at the end of the manuscript, but after King Horn as well;
I will take up this matter in Chapter Three.
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n

Addl. Folio

1
1v
2
2v
3
3v
4
4v

5r and v
6-7
7v
8-28v
29
29v
30 - 32v
33-34v
35
35v
36

Blank
Chaucer’s "Gentilesse" with unique forth stanza.39
Note by "J. M. K."40 on the addition of "The Horn" to
MS. Gg.4.27.
Notes on Hoccleve and his verses praising Chaucer copied
from Speght.
The John Spede portrait of Chaucer and his "genealogy cut
from a copy of Speght, pasted on to a vellum leaf,
and coloured."41
Erasure of what may be some of the material on 4v.
Blank
Version of Speght's title page, four lines from Parliament
o f Fowls (22- 25), "Three gnomic couplets,"42 a
note on Lydgate, and his verses on Chaucer's death.
Version of Speght's biography of Chaucer.
Blank
Version of Speght’s Praise for Chaucer.
Leaves supplying text for Troilus and Criseyde and the
Canterbury Tales lost to MS. Gg.4.27 by mutilation,
copied from Speght.
Blank
Leaf supplying Chaucer's Retraction, copied from
Caxton's Second Edition.43
Version of Speght's Glossary, folio references on 32v for
ABC, Legend o f Good Women, and the Temple o f Glas.
Version of Speght's "The Arguments to every tale” and
folio numbers.
Bon counsaii44 Chaucer's Purse and To Adam.
Blank.
Missing.

TABLE II: Table of Contents for Seventeenth Century Additions to MS. Gg.4.27

39M. B. Parkcs and Richard Beadle, "Commentary," The Poetical Works o f
Geoffrey Chaucer; A Facsimile o f Cambridge University Library MS. Gg.4.27, vol. 3
(Cambridge: D. S. Brewer, 1979)4.
^Parkcs and Beadle identify this as J. M. Kemble, and note that this folio was
"originally a pastedown," 4.
41Parkcs and Beadle 5.
42Parkcs and Beadle 5.
43Parkcs and Beadle 6.
^B row n and Robbins 3521.
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the cut edge of the stub, and in some instances the leaves following the loss were
themselves cut out and subsequently taped or even stitched back to their respective stub.
From this we can conclude that the mutilatorfs) were after the decorations.45 In yet other
acts of vandalism, the illuminated initials on folios 277 and 381 were tom from the leaf,
leaving part of the borders.
Seventeen illuminated borders and initials have survived intact on folios 5,175,
176, 186v, 222v, 287, 306, 323, 352, 3 9 5 ,416v, 423v, 427v, 431,433,445, and 481.
These arc illuminated borders by definition; they are gold and use red, blue, and,
occasionally, brown paints 46 Manly and Rickert describe the borders as crude and
heavy 47 and Parkcs and Beadle call them archaic and inferior 48 It is true, that in
comparison to other contemporary, English manuscripts,49 MS. Gg.4.27's borders
contain rigid sprays and joints as well as an overall sparse appearance of the kite leaves
which make them seem crude and inferior. Traces of illuminated borders survive on the
stubs o f folios 80, 143v. 144, 185, 193, 211, 242, 260, 313, 319, 320, 350, 412, 425,
and 428. In addition to illuminated borders, MS. Gg.4.27 also has a large number of red
and blue pen initials and flourishes scattered throughout the book.
In addition to the illuminated borders and pen flourishes, MS. Gg.4.27 also
contained miniatures of the pilgrims on horseback and o f the seven Virtues and Vices. The
collation and reconstruction in Chapter Two suggest that a miniature of each pilgrim once
stood at the head of his or her tale, and that each pair of the Virtues and Vices stood within
the Parson’s Talc. Unfortunately, most of these were cut from the manuscript. Those
surviving are as follows: folio 186, the Reeve; folio I92v the Cook of London; folio 222,
the Wife of Bath; folio 306, The Pardoner; folio 352, the Monk; folio 395, the Manciple;
45John M. Manly and Edith Rickert, The Text o f the Canterbury Talcs, vol. 1
(Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1940) 173; Parkcs and Beadle 58.
46Manly and Rickert 175; Parkcs and Beadle 60.
47Manly and Rickert 175.
48Parkcs and Beadle 60.
49For examples, sec Margaret Rickert, Painting in Britain: The Middle Ages, 2nd.
ed. The Pelican History of Art (London: Pelican, 1965).
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folio 416, Envy and Charity; folio 432, Gluttony and Abstinence; and folio 433, Lechery
and Chastity. These miniatures, in comparison to others, particularly the San Marino. The
Huntington Library, MS. 26.C.9 (the Ellesmere manuscript), appear, from a twentiethcentury point of view, to be inferior, poorly modeled, and distorted.50 Traces of other
decoration appear on the stub of folio 143v, where portions of the front legs of a horse
remain (this presumably would have been the miniature of the knight), and the stub o f folio
I30v, where a portion of a column suggests that this folio contained a full page painting of
some sort at the beginning of the Canterbury Tales. The decoration, however crude from
our modem perspective, does suggest that MS. Gg.4.27 was a corpus with a general plan
and was to be a lavish manuscript.51 It therefore seems important, in the course of this
study, to attempt to look beyond the distraction caused by the mutilations and beyond our
modem perspectives of the decorations and miniatures to appreciate its contribution to this
fiftccnth-ccntury reception o f Chaucer's works. This is also true of how wc look at the
manuscript as a result of its place in Chaucer studies over the centuries.
Parkcs and Beadle call MS. Gg.4.27's history "chequered" and note that "one's
immediate impression of the manuscript is the way in which its present state reflects that
histoty."52 Indeed, MS. Gg.4.27 has a remarkable history of neglect, abuse, and, finally,
respect. While very little can be known about its creation and whereabouts before 1600, it
docs exhibit a number of provincial features which suggest that it was compiled in such an
environment. Parkcs and Beadle speculate that MS. Gg.4.27’s provincial qualities match
those of other vernacular manuscripts, which overall suggest a local production in East
Anglia "in which scribes worked in country houses or rectories to execute specific
commissions."53 Manly and Rickert were somewhat bolder in their assessment of the
evidence. They theorize that the manuscript was made for Jacqueline of Hainault, possibly
50 Margaret Rickert, "Illustrations," The Text o f the Canterbury Talcs, cd. John M.
Manly and Edith Rickert, vol. 1 (Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1940) 597-598.
5•Parkcs and Beadle 58.
52Parkes and Beadle 1.
53Parkes and Beadle 63.
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at the command of Humphrey duke of Gloucester or Lewis de Robessart, but they admited
the theory is unsupportable.54 Realistically, Parkes and Beadle’s assessment appears to be
an accurate one, and the most wc might suggest beyond this, are its possible points of
origin within East Anglia.
After 1600, the history of MS. Gg.4.27 is much easier to piece together, though
not entirely clear. On the first extant folio, folio 5 and possibly on folio 516v, the name
"Joseph Holland" and the date ”1600” are visible under ultra-violet light.55 This is
generally accepted to be the collector and antiquary Joseph Holland who apparently
acquired the manuscript by 1600. It seems likely the mutilation of the manuscript thus
occurred prior to 1600, as it seems doubtful Holland, as an antiquary, would have cut the
figures out; indeed, he is credited with adding the King Horn manuscript and the
scventecnth-ccntury materials which make-up the losses. Likewise, since his name and a
date appear on the first and last extant folios, it again seems likely the mutilation occurred
before the manuscript came into his possession. Parkcs and Beadle note that it also seems
likely that the mutilation occurred after about 1530, because the unusual spellings would
have been hard to read by the late fifteenth century, and most of the texts would have been
available in print by 1532.56
Joseph Holland probably commissioned the scvcntccnth-ccntuiy material which
was added to the manuscript to make up for the losses and add other information, and he
may also have added the fourteenth-century copy of King Horn. Parkcs and Beadle
interpret his treatment of the manuscript in noting that Holland "seems to have regarded the
collection as analogous to an early printed edition of Chaucer's 'Workes'."57 Holland also
had much of the maginalia, which had been added over the years, erased, and his own
54Manly and Rickert 180-182.
55Parkcs and Beadle 66; on this page Parkcs and Beadle note "Holland 1600"
appears on 517v, but this, apparently, is a misprint, as folio 517 is missing (indeed they,
too, note it is missing on page 9), as folio 516 is the last extant folio, it seems likely they
meant 516v.
5ftParkcs and Beadle 65 and 66.
57Parkes and Beadle 1.
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marks appear in several places, suggesting he read from the manuscript.58 It has been
noted that Speght used the “A B C ’ poem from this manuscript for his 1602 edition.59 In
addition to Speght, John Stow also, apparently, studied the manuscript.60 In addition to
these readers, Parkes and Beadle note that the manuscript was apparently known within a
circle of antiquaries with whom Holland associated.61
From Holland it would appear that the book passed to Richard Holdsworth, Master
of Emmanuel College, Cambridge, though this is not certain.62 Richard Holdsworth left
his library to Cambridge University (the library acquired the collection in 1664), and his
books are catalogued in Cambridge. University Libraiy, MS. Ff.4.27 and in a copy of that
catalogue, Cambridge. University Library, MS. Dd.8.45. In these catalogues are listed
items "51 Chaucer’s Works" and "52 Chaucer's Works.” Henry Bradshaw, whose
identifications of modem shclfmarks appears in MS. Ff.4.27, was unable to identify these
two books. Manly and Rickcrt, however, note that Cambridge, University Library, MS.
Ii.3.26, which is in a seventeenth-century binding, contains the numbers "vol. 52" and the
old shclfmark "308" along with a plate identifying it as part of the Holdsworth collection.63
Based on this identification. Manly and Rickcrt assumed, probably correctly, that vol. 51
was MS. Gg.4.27. However, we may never know for certain; MS. Gg.4.27's current
binding was probably done in 1896, and any identifying marks were lost at that time. Still,
no other Chaucer manuscript in the University Library has been identified as Holdsworth's
vol. 51, so we may reasonably assume it is MS. Gg.4.27.64

58Parkcs and Beadle 66.
59Pcarsall 78 and 88.
f,0Annc Hudson, "John Stow," Editing Chaucer: The Great Tradition, Paul G.
Ruggicrs, cd. (Norman: Pilgrim Books, 1984) 68.
61Parkes and Beadle 66.
62Manly and Rickcrt 182; Parkes and Beadle 66.
63Manly and Rickcrt 182; Manly and Rickcrt used the MS. Dd.8.45 Catalogue.
^Parkes and Beadle 67.
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MS. Gg.4.27 was consulted by John Urry for his 1712 edition of Chaucer’s
Works,65 and in a 1760 letter to Horace Walpole. Thomas Gray describes the manuscript
in such a way that suggests it was still in Holland's arrangement.66
The next individual guardian of MS. Gg.4.27 was die noted nineteenth-century
Chaucer scholar Henry Bradshaw. Bradshaw worked with rare books and manuscripts at
the University Library from 1859-1867, and he held the position of Librarian from 1867
until 1886, the year of his death.67 Bradshaw's notes and letters, held at the University
Library, demonstrate that he was an attentive and energetic scholar, particularly in regard
to MS. Gg.4.27. Bradshaw worked on the texts and collation of MS. Gg.4.27 for several
years, and may have placed paper guards on the stubs of lost leaves; these guards arc still
in the manuscript.68 Based on his work on the texts and collation, Bradshaw foliated the
manuscript in pencil just to the left of the seventeenth-century ink foliation, correcting his
own mistakes by crossing out both other foliations and providing his correction under the
ink foliation.69 Bradshaw also provided much of the material included in Fumivall's
Preface to the Six-Text Edition o f Chaucer's Canterbury Tales, and in doing so, Bradshaw
brought the manuscript to public attention.70 When the manuscript was rebound in 1896
by Stoaklcy of Cambridge, the King Horn manuscript was removed and bound as MS.
Gg.4.27(2), and the scventccnth-ccntury additions were moved to the back of MS.
Gg.4.27. At the same time, the manuscript proper was bound according to Bradshaw's
collation (this is the current configuration of the manuscript).71

65William L. Anderson, "John Urry," Editing Chaucer: The Great Tradition, Paul
G. Ruggicrs, cd. (Norman: Pilgrim Books, 1984) 104; Parkes and Beadle 67; Manly and
Rickcrt 182.
^Parkes and Beadle 67.
67Parkcs and Beadle 67.
68Parkcs and Beadle 1 and 67.
69Parkcs and Beadle 7.
70Donald C. Baker, "Frederick James Fumivall, "Editing Chaucer: The Great
Tradition, Paul G. Ruggicrs, cd. (Norman: Pilgrim Books, 1984) 159.
71Parkes and Beadle 1 and 67.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

17
Bradshaw's greatest contribution to MS. Gg.4.27, however, may be his perception
of its value as a collection of Chaucer's works. Not since Joseph Holland do we have any
evidence that it was viewed in this way. Parkes and Beadle note that Bradshaw
"approached the manuscript to assess its value as an early witness to the canon and text of
Chaucer's works.”72 This is apparent both in his notes and, apparently, his actions. In a
letter to G. W. Prothero, J. J. Jusserand wrote of Bradshaw's interest in MS. Gg.4.27,
"// en parle avec Vamour et il touche les pages avec respect."13 Bradshaw’s view of MS.
Gg.4.27 as a collection of important texts and as a complete book, understated as it is, sets
the stage for subsequent studies in this perception of MS. Gg.4.27. Unfortunately, these
studies are only recently beginning to surface. For example, while it is true that Manly and
Rickcrt were chiefly concerned with the Canterbury Tales portion of the manuscript, they
do not seem to appreciate the context of the Tales in such a collection. Instead, they
casually state that MS. Gg.4.27 was "obviously a library of Chaucerian and other
pieces.”74
It is really not until the "Commentary” Parkes and Beadle provide for the 1979
Facsimile of MS. Gg.4.27 that we find a sustained and detailed study of the entire
manuscript75 Indeed, their study provides the most thorough and consistent study of the
manuscript to date. From traditional collation and paleography to the use of ultraviolet light
and the research into the history of the manuscript, Parkes and Beadle have assembled a
wealth of factual evidence upon which other, more theoretical studies are possible.
My own study of MS. Gg.4.27 will essentially focus on three areas related to the
manuscript. These arc, in order, the physical characteristics of the manuscript, its
relationships with other Chaucerian manuscripts, and finally, studies on the possible
origins of the manuscript and the ways in which it presents and represents the fifteenth
72Parkcs and Beadle 67.
73G. W. Prothero, A Memoir o f Henry Bradshaw (London, 1888) 357; Parkes and
Beadle 67.
74Manly and Rickcrt 178-179.
75Parkcs and Beadle 1-67.
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century's reception of Chaucer. As mentioned before, MS. Gg.4.27 is mutilated; portions
of leaves and even entire leaves are missing. However, careful reconstruction in Chapter
Two will demonstrate that MS. Gg.4.27 was a lavish manuscript produced in an East
Anglian scriptorium or workshop and that it received significant attention and a place of
importance in its production. Multiple hands and artists who exhibit East Anglian
characteristics were involved in the project and thus indicate possible points of origin. The
production itself was carefully supervised, and producing such a corpus would have
involved significant time and money for the collecting of exemplars, for laying out the
codex, and for editing the individual works as they were copied. These features become
singular evidence about how the early fifteenth century viewed and historicized Chaucer.
In Chapter Three, I will explore the relationship of this manuscript with other early
Chaucer manuscripts and create a collective body of evidence about early manuscript
witnesses of Chaucer’s poetry. This is important to our understanding of MS. Gg.4.27,
for Chaucer never “published" his works; that is, he docs not seem to have made them
public in the way that Gower did by preparing and circulating his own works. Thus, I
provide an historical background for MS. Gg.4.27 by way of a survey of other relevant
manuscripts. This approach demonstrates the unique perspective each manuscript offers us
of the fifteenth century and of Chaucer.
MS. Gg.4.27 contcxtualizes Chaucer by its very production; the way it was
produced says something about those who produced it and their views of Chaucer and the
period. In Chapter Four, I argue that MS. Gg.4.27’s production may have involved John
Lydgate and his patrons, and I suggest the Abbey Scriptorium at Bury St. Edmunds as a
possible point of production.
Finally, MS. Gg.4.27 is an example of early fiftccnth-ccntury attempts to
historicizc Chaucer. Chaucer’s historical and literary positions have been largely a product
of cultural perceptions other than those of late fourteenth-century England. With this in
mind, 1 then consider, in Chapter Five, the matter of how Chaucer was received and

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

19
interpreted after 1400. MS. Gg.4.27 may very well be one of the first examples of the
shift of Chaucer the court servant to Chaucer the poet, and the historical perception o f this
shift created a narrative of his life as a court poet. To support and further argue this view, I
will contextualize MS. Gg.4.27’s historicization of Chaucer as a poet and a satirist who
wrote from the fringe of the noble class he was serving. Finally, I will contextualize the
historicization itself to explore the possibility that MS. Gg.4.27 and its perspective of
Chaucer were created in response to the growing interest in writing in the English language
during the early fifteenth century.
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C h a p t e r II
T h e P h y s ic a l M a n u s c r ip t

Cambridge, University Library, MS. Gg.4.27 has many remarkable features. To begin
with, the manuscript is mutilated; portions of a few leaves and several entire leaves are
missing. Most, if not all, of these mutilated and missing leaves contained miniatures and/or
illuminated borders and initials. However, the mutilation does not appear to have been
systematic, as missing or mutilated leaves are often found near a miniature or decoration
which has survived. In all. illustrations of six o f the pilgrims and three pairs of virtues and
vices have survived.1 Careful study makes it apparent that MS. Gg.4.27 was intended to
be a deluxe manuscript produced by an East Anglian scriptorium or workshop; it received
significant attention and a place of importance in its production. For example, the quiring
and layout of the manuscript is relatively consistent throughout its forty-three quires; the
exceptions actually tend to reinforce the concept of MS. Gg.4.27 as a corpus, as I have
described the manuscript in Chapter One. Additionally, multiple hands and artists who
exhibit East Anglian characteristics were involved in its production and appear to have been
carefully supervised. Therefore, this chapter will focus on the physical layout and
construction of the book, which will in turn provide evidence about how the early fifteenth
century viewed and historicized Chaucer.
'Manly and Rickcrt characterize the decoration in MS. Gg.4.27 as a "heavy, crude
style," "possibly showing Dutch influence, especially in the miniatures." John M. Manly
and Edith Rickcrt, cds., The Text of the Canterbury Talcs, Vol. 1 (Chicago: U of Chicago
P, 1940) 175.

20
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Description and Collation of the Manuscript

The leaves of MS. Gg.4.27 arc of vellum of various thicknesses. Its quality ranges from
fine, white leaves to dark leaves, and several have holes which appear to have existed from
the time of production. Many of the lower outside comers arc worn from use. Parkes and
Beadle accurately describe the membrane as "slightly greasy and the hair side has a yellow
or pale brown tinge."2 One of the consistencies of the manuscript is the arrangement of the
leaves so that hair sides face hair sides and flesh sides face flesh; the first sheet of each
gathering is always arranged with the flesh side facing out. This arrangement of the leaves
is consistent through all 43 gatherings except, of course, for singletons. The leaves arc
arranged in folios which measure an average of 31.5 cm high by 18 cm wide. The writing
area is ruled at about 20 cm high by 11.5 cm wide. The current binding is leather and was
done by Stoaklcy of Cambridge in I896.3
It is just as important in the treatment of this manuscript to examine what is left of
the missing folios. The surviving stubs often provide significant clues about their contents,
about the arrangement and decoration of the codex, and even about its mutilation. It would
appear that most, if not all, of these leaves were removed intentionally, probably with some
sort of knife. The evidence which suggests this is still in the manuscript. The leaves were
cut without particular care for the material being removed or the neighboring leaves; thus
the surviving stubs have remained, even after rebinding, and traces of text or decorations
frequently appear on these stubs. Patterns emerge in these mutilations which suggest that
there were at least two and possibly three mutilators. For example, in some cases
neighboring leaves were cut at the same time. One of the mutilators usually cut from the

2M. B. Parkes and Richard Beadle, "Commentary," The Poetical Works o f
Geoffrcv Chaucer: A Facsimile o f Cambridge University Lib[ary MS. Gg.4.27, vol. 3
(Cambridge; D. S. Brewer, 1979) 8.
3Parkes and Beadle 63.
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recto side regardless of which side the decoration appeared, and he would cut deeply, for in
many cases the following leaves bear knife marks or were even cut through. These have
been subsequently taped (or in one case stitched) back to their stubs. However, in other
places, portions of leaves were tom from the book, suggesting that this was done at
another time by another mutilator. In most cases, it seems the mutilators were primarily
interested in removing the decorations and miniatures and not text. The reasons for
removing the art may vary among the mutilators and what this in turn suggests about the
reception of MS. Gg.4.27 before and after the mutilations is particularly difficult to
determine.4
The following collation is presented in the order of the quires. Each is introduced
by the quire number (in Roman numerals); this is followed, in brackets, by the signature
letter for the quire as found in the manuscript itself,5 the number of leaves believed to have
existed in the original, the folio numbers of the missing leaves in parentheses, and, finally,
the folio numbers of the extant leaves in a second parentheses. Line numbers and textual
reconstruction of works by Chaucer arc based on The Riverside Chaucct6 unless otherwise
indicated. Line numbers and textual reconstruction of the Temple o f Glas and its
accompanying La Complcyn arc based on the Early English Text Society version.7
The following collation also illustrates which leaves are missing and what the
contents may possibly have been, based on the description and reconstruction of the
manuscript. It also illustrates how these fall in quires and how many other leaves were cut
but taped back into place. The earliest collation of the manuscript was probably done by
Henry Bradshaw.8 Manly and Rickcrt collated The Canterbury Tales section for their
4Scc Chapter Three for a possible connection between the mutilations and the San
Marino. The Huntington Library. MS. 26.C.9 (Ellesmere) minaturcs.
5Thcsc however are not in the original hands; Parkes and Beadle suggest they were
added later in the fifteenth century, 62.
6Larry D. Benson, cd., The Riverside Chaucer, 3rd Ed. (Boston: Houghton
Mifficn Company, 1987).
7J. Schick, cd.,Temple o f Glas, EETS, ES 60 (1891).
8Hcnry Bradshaw, Henry Bradshaw Papers, Cambridge, University Library, Box
3.
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edition;9 however, their collation differs slightly from Bradshaw's. Parkes and Beadle’s
own collation matches that of Bradshaw. My collation, in turn, confirms those of Parkes
and Beadle and Henry Bradshaw.10

Symbols for the collation:
dashed line = missing leaf
T = leaf taped into place after being cut
X = stitched into place (found only in Quire III)
M = partially mutilated
C = partially cut when neighboring leaves were cut from the codex
MB = Misbound

1
1st
1

2
2nd
2

3
4
3rd 4th
3
4

5
5th
5

6
6th
6

7
8
6th 5th
7
8

9
4th
9

10
11
3rd 2nd
10
11

12
1st
12

Quire I (sig. aj: 12 (wants 1-4 and 12} (fos. 5-11)
("An ABC,” “Lcnvoy dc Chaucer a Scogan," ’Truth,” ‘T he Birds' Praise of Love, and De
amico ad amicam” and “Rcsponsio”]

9ManIy and Rickcrt 170.
l0Parkcs and Beadle 8 andl4n; Henry Bradshaw Papers, Box 3; M. C. Seymour
also confirms this collation, although he presents a different scries of signatures than that
which is found in the manuscript, sec "Notes et matcriaux," Scriptorium 46 (1992) 116.
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Quire I is missing folios 1 ,2,3, and 4, but the remaining stubs do indicate the beginning
of the first quire. The stub for folio 2 also shows traces of decoration, but as Chaucer's
“An ABC" begins at the top of 5, it is impossible to speculate on what appeared on the first
four. Folio 12 is also missing from this quire; because “Rcsponsio" ends three quarters of
the way down on the verso side of folio 11. it is again hard to imagine what was once
there, though there is a precedent for a full-lcaf portrait at the beginning of Troilus and
Criscyde in Cambridge. Corpus Christi College, MS. 61, and Troilus begins abruptly in
the next quire.
This is the only quire which is self-contained; that is. its contents begin and end on
its leaves. It may be tempting to consider that this gathering existed separately as a booklet
prior to being bound in the manuscript, particularly with the loss of its first and last leaves.
However, the sheet o f vellum which constitutes leaves 1 and 12 was not lost through wear
or rough use. These leaves, as well as all missing leaves in MS. Gg.4.27, were cut from
their bindings, and their stubs remain as evidence of their existence. Throughout the
manuscript bits of texts and art appear on the remaining stubs. This is the case with the
stub of the second leaf, as there is a trace of unidentifiable art on its recto side. The poem
“An ABC" begins on the recto side of leaf 5 with the first four stanzas, of eight lines each.
This leaf is decorated with a blue initial and an illuminated border. The first letter of each
line has been highlighted with a touch of red paint, a habit which is repeated in several
sections of the manuscript. Stanzas 2 ,3 , and 4 each begin with a small initial in blue. A
heading has been added above the top border in blue ink which reads, "Chaucer's A.B.C."
This was probably added in the early seventeenth century, and there arc many such
additions throughout the manuscript.11 Something was also written on the lower left-hand
comer of the leaf, but has since been erased. Using ultraviolet light, Parkes and Beadle

'•Parkes and Beadle note that most of the headings in MS. Gg.4.27 were probably
added at this time by a scribe whose hand appears in other books owned by Joseph
Holland, 66.
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determined that it once read, "Joseph Holland 1600,"12 establishing that Holland owned
the manuscript by this time. The "An ABC” continues on folio 5v with the next four
stanzas; here the initial at the beginning of each stanza alternates between blue and red.
This pattern continues through folio 7v. On folio 6r there are erasures between the first and
second, and the second and third stanzas; either the scribe twice forgot to skip a line
between stanzas or the exemplar did not do this. Traces of the red paint on the first letters
of each of the lines on the preceding leaf have smudged onto folio 6r. Before the letter ”K"
on the second stanza of folio 6r, there is a small ”k" marked as a note from the scribe to the
rubricator. Such notes also exist in this gathering on folio 7r and v. On folio 6v there is
another erasure between the third and fourth stanzas similar to those on the recto side. At
the fourth stanza on folio 7v there is a blue initial with a red pen flourish, which is a
characteristic of this manuscript. This marks the beginning of “Lcnvoy dc Chaucer a
Scogan.” In “Lenvoy,” there are blue and red paragraph marks on folios 8r through lOv.
On folio 8v, between lines 7 and 8. the scribe has drawn a line to the left and right margins
to insert "Baladc de" from the left and "bone conscyl" from the right. The “Balade” (i. c.,
“Truth") continues through the 28th ruled line. The last six lines arc set off with a large
initial "I" and black pen border to the top, left, and bottom of the text. This type of border,
though characteristic of the manuscript, is usually found with marginal headings or the
miniatures of the pilgrims, not initials. This is followed by the non-Chaucerian ‘The
Birds' Praise of Love."13 "The Birds' Praise" continues with paragraph marks to indicate
stanzas through the top 10 lines of folio lOv and ends with an "Amen." At ruled line 11 of
folio lOv there is a scribal heading for "Dc amico ad amicam,"14 another non-Chaucerian
piece, which begins on line 13 with a blue initial "A" and a red pen flourish with two faces,
one in profile at the initial (a characteristic of the manuscript), and one in full face in the top

l2Parkcs and Beadle 66.
I3C. Brown and R. H. Robbins, cds., Index o f Middle English Verse (New York,
1943) 1506.
l4Brown and Robbins 16.
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of the flourish with his eyes gazing on the text of “The Birds' Praise.” This second face is
uncharacteristic of MS. Gg.4.27 in its placement and its full appearance. “De arnica" is a
bob and wheel poem, and the scribe has included the pen lines to bracket the lines of
poetry. There are some corrections on this leaf, particularly at line 7. "De arnica"
continues on folio 1lr, where there is a blue initial and red pen flourish and face in profile
at the beginning of the accompanying "Rcsponsio"15 on line 26. “De arnica" then ends on
line 26 of folio 11 v. There is no other text on the remaining space of the leaf. The leaves
in this quire are ruled for 35 lines, and even on folios with the stanzas spaced out this
ruling works, as 4 stanzas of 8 lines each plus the three spaces between equals 35 lines.
The final leaf of the gathering is missing, and there is no evidence on its stub which might
suggest its contents.

1
1st
13

2
3
4
2nd 3rd 4th
14
15 16

5
5th
17

6
6th
18

7
8
6th 5th
19 20

9
4th
21

10
11 12
3rd 2nd 1st
22 23 24

Quire II [sig. b]: 12 (wants 1) (fos. 14-24)
[Troilus and Criscyde, Book I: ?-826]

In Quire II, folio 13 is missing. This leaf most likely would have contained the first 70
lines of Troilus and Criseydc. Given the format used elsewhere in the manuscript
l5Brown and Robbins 19.
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(particularly in the Canterbury Tales), one might speculate that some decoration existed on
folio 13r, possibly an illuminated border. It is also possible to speculate that folio 12v
contained some artwork to introduce Troilus. There is, however, no evidence of this on
the stubs.
This quire marks the beginning of Troilus and Criscyde. Troilus begins abruptly at
line 71 of the text at the top of folio 14. It seems likely that the first seventy lines were
divided between 13r and 13v, which would continue the ruling of 35 lines established in
the first quire.16 However, even though it is ruled for 35 lines, folio 14r contains only 34
lines of text. Still, all other leaves in this gathering contain 35 lines of text per side making
it reasonable to assume that folio 14r is an anomaly. In several places near the gutter,
folios 14 and 15 have been reinforced by stitching, as they were partially cut when folios
12 and 13 were removed. As there is no space between the stanzas in Troilus, the scribe
has marked the first line of each stanza with 2 dots in the left margin for the rubricator.
However, the rubricator has placed red paragraph marks at only the first, third, and fifth
stanzas of each page. On folio 14v there has been a major scribal correction at line 17.
Much of the original line, which was previously longer and underlined, has been erased
and replaced by the words "men shal yourc body love," rendering the entire line (line 122
in the manuscript) "3e shal have men shal yourc body love." The remaining leaves of this
gathering follow the patterns established by folio 14; each contains 35 lines of text with the
first, third and fifth stanzas marked with paragraph marks. Erasures appear on folios 15r,
19r, 21 r (where an entire word was removed), and 23v. On folio 22v an entire line has
been erased, though there arc still 35 lines of text. It would appear that the scribe had
repeated line 17 in the position between lines 19 and 20; the scribe still penned a total of 35
lines, thus going below the ruling. This may indicate that the exemplar was also arranged

l6As Parkes and Beadle note, there were very few headings in this manuscript
originally, most of the present headings were added in the seventeenth century, 66; it is
possible there was an illuminated border on folio 13r which would not have altered the
number of lines.
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with 35 lines per page and that MS. Gg.4.27‘s scribe was following the exemplar line for
line. Corrections also appear to have been made on folio 21 v where, in the first two
stanzas, the scribe copied the last two stanzas of folio 20, which again may suggest
something about the exemplar. These lines, 582-595, have been crossed out in red with
single lines. The catchwords for Quire III appear in the lower right comer of folio 24v.

1
1st
25

2
2nd
26

3
3rd
27

4
4th
28

5
5th
29

6
6th
30

7
8
6th 5th
31
32

9
10
4th 3rd
33 3 4

11
2nd
35

12
1st
36

Quire III [sig. cj: 12 (wants 4 and 5) (fos. 25-36)
[Troilus, 1:827-11:574)

Quire III lacks folios 28 and 29. It seems likely Book One of Troilus would have ended on
folio 28v and the Proem of Book Two would have immediately followed. Likewise, the
proem would have ended on folio 29r and the first 35 lines would have been on folio 29v,
possibly with some sort of decoration. Folio 30 has been stitched to its stub. This cut
between the stub and the leaf matches that of the stubs for folios 28 and 29, as though cut
at once. Likewise, folios 31,32, and 33 have all been cut, but were taped back to their
respective stubs.
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Quire III continues Troilus and Criseyde. The extant leaves contain 35 lines of text
each with red paragraph marks at the first, third, and fifth stanzas. Erasures occur
throughout, particularly on folios 25r, 34r, 35r, and 35v. On folio 25r words have been
inserted in the scribal hand at lines 16 (over an erasure), 27,30, and 31. On folio 25v a
small pen drawing which looks like eyes and a pair of glasses occurs over an erasure in
line 26.17 A bit of marginalia in the form of a hand w-ith pointing finger has been added in
what appears to be a later hand on folio 26v. It seems to be pointing to lines 960-964 in the
text and is probably a reader's mark. On folio 26v the scribe ceases placing dots at the
beginning of each stanza. Folios 28 and 29 are missing. The text on folio 27v ends
abruptly at line 1043. The last 7 stanzas of Book One would probably have appeared on
folio 28.5 on the recto and 2 on the verso. Book Two begins abruptly on folio 30r at line
85 of the text. It seems likely that lines 1-13 appeared on folio 28v, following the last two
stanzas of Book One, and that lines 14-84 appeared on folio 29r and v. Folios 30-33 were
completely cut from the manuscript at the same time as folio 28 and 29; the cut marks match
the previous stubs. Folio 30 was stitched back to its stub (this is visible in the facsimile),
while folios 31. 32. and 33 were taped to their stubs on the verso sides. There are also
ornamental offset stains in the right and bottom margins of folio 30. These appear to have
been made by an illuminated border which probably appeared on the previous, now
missing, leaf. On folio 3 1r. a line omitted from the first stanza has been added at the
bottom. On folio 33r we find the first complete set of prick marks in the codcx thus far.
This may possibly have been a smaller sheet, and there was less, or no, vellum to trim on
the outer edge of the sheet. On folio 35v an interesting new feature occurs at the sixth ruled
line, line 476 in the text, the last line of the first stanza. A dull yellow line has been painted
down through the first letters of each of the lines in one long stroke. This yellow paint
continues to line 889 at the bottom of folio 41r (sec Quire IV; this may be observed.

17As Holland had the manuscript cleaned up, these sorts of marginalia were most
kely added sometime after 1600.
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although it is faint at times, in the facsimile). The catchwords for Quire IV at the bottom of
folio 36v have been trimmed, but the upper parts of several letters remain.

1
1st
37

2
3
4 5
2nd 3rd 4th 5th
38 39 40 41

6
6th
42

7
6th
43

8
5th
44

9
4th
45

tO 11
12
3rd 2nd 1st
46 4 7 48

Quire IV [sig.d]: 12(fos. 37-48)
[Troilus, 11:575-11:1407]

Quire IV is intact and continues Book Two of Troilus ami Criseyde. There are 35 lines of
text on each page with paragraph marks at the first, third, and fifth stanzas. The dull
yellow paint which runs through the first letter o f each line (starting on folio 35v) continues
to folio 4 Ir and ends at ruled line 35 (889 in the text). On folio 40v the yellow paint also
appears in the paragraph mark for the fifth stanza (text line 848). There arc erasures on
folios 39v, 40r and v, 41 r and v, 44v, 47v, and 48v. Of these the most notable arc folios
41v, where an entire line was corrected and 48v, lines 10-19, where it would appear that
several lines were copied out of order. In this second case, someone has drawn a line in
the margins to correct the order, and the scribe has made those corrections. A smaller
ordering problem occurred on folio 42v, where the scribe has simply drawn lines to
indicate that line 14 (971 in the text) belongs between lines 11 and 12. On folio 46v the
first stanza was crossed out because it repeats the last stanza of folio 46r, the second such
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mistake in the manuscript (see Quire II). The catchwords for Quire V appear in the lower
right of folio 4Kv, slightly trimmed. The most interesting feature of this gathering is that
most of its leaves arc lighter and thinner than others in MS. Gg.4.27 and some are even
wrinkled (this can be seen to a certain extent in the facsimile).

1
1st
49

2 3
2nd 3rd
50
51

4 5
6
4th 5th 6th
52 53
54

7 8 9
6th 5th 4th
55 56
57

10 11
3rd 2nd
58
59

12
1st
60

Quire V [sig. ej: 12 (wants 6) (fos. 49-60)
{Troilus, 11:1408-111:476]

Quire V is missing folio 54. This leaf probably contained the Proem and beginning of
Book Three of Troilus. Folios 55 and 56 were also cut and reattached with tape.
Quire V concludes Book Two of Troilus and Criseyde and begins Book Three. All
but one leaf (folio 52) contain 35 lines to a side with red stanza marks at the first, third, and
fifth stanzas. Folio 54 is missing. However, Book Two ends complete on folio 53v with
"Of love O my3ty God What schal I say" (1757) on line 35. As Book Three begins
abruptly at line 57 of the text on folio 55r, we can assume that the 49 lines of the Proem for
Book Three and the first stanza of Book Three would have appeared on folio 54 (a total of
56 lines). As has occurred before (c. g., Quire III) there is an offset stain on folio 55r from
a painted border on the now missing, previous leaf. Based on the pattern of these stains,
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Troilus and Criseyde appears to have had illuminated borders similar to those extant
elsewhere in the manuscript. Folios 55 and 56 were cut out at the same time as folio 54
and were reinserted with tape. There are erasures on folios 49v, 51r, 52r, 53r, 55r, 57v,
58v, and 59v. Also on folio 52r there is a line missing from the first stanza. Line 5 (1622
in the text) has been skipped (not erased), possibly indicating that there was a problem with
the exemplar and that the scribe was possibly waiting for the line from another source.
Catchwords for the next quire appear, complete, in the lower right of folio 60v.

1 2
1st 2nd
61
62

3 4
3rd 4th
63 64
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5th
65

6
6th
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7
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67
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5th 4th
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69

t o 11
3rd 2nd
70 71

12
1st
72

Quire VI [sig. f]:I2 (fos. 61-72)
[Troilus, 111:477-111:1316]

Quire VI is intact and continues Book Three of Troilus and Criseyde. With the exception
of folio 67v, each leaf contains 35 lines of text to a side with red stanza marks at the first,
third, and fifth stanzas. Folio 61 has a patch at the bottom of the leaf, but far from the text
itself. There is a hole at line 9 of folio 70 which the scribe has had to write around on both
sides. Otherwise the gathering is intact. Erasures exist on folios 62r, 63r, 65r and v, 66r
and v, and 70v. There is a missing line on folio 67v in the fourth stanza (line 26, the fifth
line of the stanza); in the text, this is line 957. Again (sec Quire V, folio 52r) this has been
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left blank, indicating problems with the exemplar. Catchwords for Quire VII appear on
folio 72v in the lower right.

T
T

Quire VII [sig. g): 12 (wants 8 and 9) (fos. 73-84)
[Troilus, 111:1317-1V:322]

Quire VII is missing folios 80 and 81. Folio 80r probably contained the end of Book Three
and the Proem for Book Four. Book Four probably began on folio 80v. The stub for folio
80 shows traces of a border on the recto side; this would suggest that there were such
borders at the beginning of the first three books as well. Folios 82 and 83 were taped to
their stubs.
Quire VII ends Book Three and begins Book Four. Each o f the extant leaves
contains 35 lines to a side, and there are red stanza marks at the first, third and fifth stanzas
with the exception of leaf 73r. Here a blue paragraph mark appears at the second stanza,
and in pencil, someone has indicated that the second and third stanzas were copied out of
sequence and belong between the fourth and fifth stanzas on folio 74r. However, the order
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of the stanzas throughout this section is identical to several important editions.18 Folios 80
and 81 arc missing. Book Three ends abruptly at line 1806 of the text on folio 79v. We
may assume that the last two stanzas of Book Three appeared at the top of folio 80. The
first 112 lines o f Book Four (16 stanzas) would have appeared on the bottom of folio 80r,
on 80v, 81r, and 81 v, with the space of about two stanzas (14 lines) to spare. As there is
no evidence on the stubs, it is impossible to speculate what, if anything, would have
appeared in that space. Book Four begins abruptly on folio 82r with line 113. Folios 82
and 83 appear to have been cut out at the same time as folios 80 and 81, and have been
taped back to their stubs (this is also visible in the facsimile, particularly for folio 82, and it
is possible to sec how the cut marks match up on folios 82 and 83). There arc erasures on
folios 75v and 78r and v. Corrections appear to have been made over the erasure on folio
78r. Catchwords for Quire VIII appear in the lower right of folio 84v.
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Quire VIII [sig. h): 12 (fos. 85-96)
[Troilus, IV;323-IV: 1316]
l8In B versions of Troilus, these stanzas (II 1324-1337) are removed to the end of
the love scene (between II. 1414 and 1415), sec, for example, Robert Kilbum Root, cd.,
The Book o f Troilus and Criseyde (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1926) 205-210. However,
more recent editions follow the order found in MS. Gg.4.27, sec John H. Fisher, ed., The
Complete Poetry and Prose o f Geoffrey Chaucer (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
1977) 474-475; D. S. and L. E. Brewer, Troilus and Criscyde (London: Routlcdgc &
Kcgan Paul. 1969) 60-63; and Benson 531-532.
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Quire VIII is intact and continues Book Four of Troilus and Criseyde. There are 35 lines
of text on each page, and red paragraph marks continue at the first, third, and fifth stanzas
of each page from folio 85 to 89v. On folio 89v the first and fifth stanzas are marked as
usual, but there is no mark for the third stanza. Instead, stanza four begins with a blue
initial and red pen flourish, the first of these since Quire I. On folios 90r and v and 91r,
stanzas are marked at the first, third, and fifth stanzas as before. On folio 91 v the first,
third, and fifth stanzas are also marked with the normal red paragraph marks, but the
second and fourth stanzas are marked with blue paragraph marks. On folio 92r, the first,
third, and fifth stanzas arc marked in red; the fourth stanza is marked in blue; and the
second stanza has a blue initial with red pen flourish. On folio 92v, the first, third, and
fifth stanzas arc again marked in red; the second is marked in blue; and the fourth begins
with a blue initial and red pen flourish. On folio 93r, the first, third, and fifth stanzas have
red paragraph marks; and the second and fourth stanzas have blue paragraph marks. On
folio 93v the third and fifth stanzas have red paragraph marks, the second and fourth
stanzas have blue paragraph marks, and the first stanza has a blue initial and red pen
flourish; there is also a face in the letter "O." On folio 94r, the first, third, and fifth stanzas
have red stanza marks; the second stanza has a blue stanza mark; and the fourth stanza has a
blue initial and red pen flourish. Folios 94v-96v return to the original pattern of three red
paragraph marks at the first, third, and fifth stanzas. There is a correction of the text on
85v where a repeated word has been crossed out with a single line. The quality of the
vellum in this gathering seems inferior to most of the others in MS. Gg.4.27. The bottom
edge of folio 86 is rough. A small piece has been tom from the bottom edge of folio 88
though with no loss of text, and there is a small hole in its outer margin. Catchwords for
Quire IX appear at the bottom right of folio 96v.
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Quire IX [sig. i): 12 (wants 6) (fos. 97-108)
[Troilus. IV:1317-V:455J

Quire IX is missing folio 102. Book Four of Troilus and Criseyde would presumably have
ended on the recto side, and Book Five would have begun on the verso. Folio 103 had to
be taped back into place, and folio 104 has cut marks.
Quire IX ends Book Four of Troilus and Criseyde and begins Book Five. Each of
the extant leaves has 35 lines to a side. Folio 102 is missing. Book Four ends abruptly at
line 1666 of the text on folio 101 v. We may assume that the last five stanzas of Book Four
appeared on the recto of folio 102. Likewise, Book Five begins abruptly at line 36 in the
text on folio 103r; wc may again assume that the first five stanzas of Book Five appeared
on folio 102v. Folio 103 was also cut out and has been taped back to its stub; folio 104
has cut marks. Paragraph marks begin in their original pattern of red marks at the first,
third, and fifth stanzas on folio 97r, but on folio 97v there arc red paragraph marks at the
first, third, and fifth stanzas, as well as blue paragraph marks at the second arid fourth
stanzas. Folio 98r returns to the original pattern again, while 98v has red marks at the third
and fifth stanzas, blue marks at the second and fourth stanzas, and a blue initial and red pen
flourish for the first stanza. Folio 99r returns to the original pattern on both sides. On
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folio lOOr there are red paragraph marks at the third and fifth stanzas, blue paragraph marks
at the second and fourth stanzas, and a blue initial and red pen flourish for the first stanza.
On folio lOOv there are red paragraph marks for the first, third, and fifth stanzas and blue
marks for the second and fourth stanzas. On folio 101 r there are red paragraph marks for
the third and fifth stanzas, biue paragraph marks for the second and fourth stanzas, and a
blue initial with a red pen flourish and face in profile at the initial for the first stanza. On
folio 101 v, there are red paragraph marks for the first and third stanzas, blue paragraph
marks for the second and fourth stanzas, and a blue initial and red pen flourish for the fifth
stanza. Folio 103 returns to the original pattern of red marks at the first, third and fifth
stanzas on both sides. On both sides of folio 104 there arc red paragraph marks at the first,
third, and fifth stanzas and blue paragraph marks at the second and fourth stanzas on both
sides. Folio 105r has red paragraph marks at the first, third, and fifth stanzas; a blue
paragraph mark at the second stanza; and a blue initial and red pen flourish for the fourth
stanza. On folio 105v, there are red paragraph marks at the first, third, and fifth stanzas
and blue paragraph marks at the second and fourth stanzas. Folio 106 returns to red
paragraph marks at the first, third, and fifth stanzas on both sides. On folio 107r there are
red paragraph marks at the first, third, and fifth stanzas; a blue paragraph mark at the fourth
stanza; and a blue initial and red flourish with an animal's face in the letter "P" for the
second stanza. Red paragraph marks appear at the first, third, and fifth stanzas on folio
107v. On folio 108r there are red paragraph marks for the first and third stanzas, blue
paragraph marks for the second and fourth stanzas, and a blue initial and red pen flourish
for the fifth stanza. On folio 108v there arc red paragraph marks at the first, third, and fifth
stanzas only. It is notable that Quire IX contains an unusually high combined number of
paragraph marks and initials with pen flourishes; Table III illustrates the organization of
these marks and decorations. Erasures in this gathering occur on folios 98r, 101 v, 103r,
and 107v. On folio I05r, ruled line 18 (third stanza, line 194 in the text) was left blank.
On folio 108r a line of text has been added to a blank space, possibly by another hand.
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Folio .
97r
97v
98r
98v
99r
99v
lOOr
lOOv
101 r
101 v
102
!03r
103v
104r
104v
105r
I05v
106r
106v
107r
107v
108r
108v

First
Stanza
redimark
re dimark
re dimark
initl&flrish
redimark
redimark
initl&flrish
redimark
initl&flrish
redimark

Second
Stanza
blucimark
blueimark
blueimark
blucimark
blueimark
blueimark

Third
Stanza
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
rccfjmark
redimark
redimark
redimark

Fourth
Stanza
blueimark
blueimark
blueimark
blueimark
blueimark
blueimark

Fifth
Stanza
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
initl&flrish

MISSING
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark

blucimark
blucimark
blucimark
blucimark
initl&flrish
blueimark

redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
rctfjmark

blucimark
blucimark
initl&flrish
blueimark
blucimark
blueimark

redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
redimark
initl&flrish
redimark

TABLE III: Distribution of Paragraph Marks and Blue Initials with Red Pen Flourishes in
Quire DC
With the exception of flourished initials, which arc always blue with a red pen flourish, red
paragraph marks appears at the first, third, and fifth stanzas on all extant leaves (recto and
verso), and blue paragraph marks appear at the second and fourth stanzas of twelve pages.

This is at ruled line 26 (fourth stanza, line 411 in the text). Catchwords for Quire X appear
at the bottom right of folio 108v.
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1
2
3
4
1st
SG 2nd 3rd
109 CANC. 110 111 112

5
4th
113

6 7
8
9
10
11 12
5th 5th 4th 3rd 2nd
SG 1st
114 115 116 117 11 8C A N C .119 120

Quirc X [sig. kj: 12 (fos. 109-120) (2 and 11 arc singletons)
[7Voi7m.v, V:456-V:1295]

Quirc X is unique in this manuscript in that it contains two singletons (leaves 2 and 11) to
fill out the twelve leaves.
Quirc X is intact and continues Book Five of Troilus and Criseyde. Folios 10911 lr have red paragraph marks at the first, third, and fifth stanzas. On folio 11 lv there arc
red paragraph marks at the first, third, and fifth stanzas and blue paragraph marks at the
second and fourth stanzas. On folio 112r there are red paragraph marks at the first, third,
and fifth stanzas; a blue paragraph mark at the second stanza; and a blue initial and red pen
flourish with an animal face in the letter "U." On folio 112v, there arc red paragraph marks
at the first, third, and fifth stanzas. On folio 113r there arc red paragraph marks at the first
and third stanzas, blue paragraph marks at the second and fourth stanzas, and a blue initial
with red pen flourish with a human face in the upper part of the flourish at the fifth stanza.
On folio 113v there arc red paragraph marks at the first, third, and fifth stanzas and blue
paragraph marks at the second and fourth stanzas. On folio 114r red paragraph marks
appear at the first and fifth stanzas, but the one which appeared at the third stanza has been
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erased, as the scribe made mistakes in the order of the lines and had to correct those with
lines in the margin thus throwing the placement of the paragraph marks out of order as
well, though new ones were never inserted. On folios 114v to 115v red paragraph marks
appear at the first, third, and fifth stanzas. On folio 116r, red paragraph marks appear at
the first, third, and fifth stanzas; a blue paragraph mark appears at the fourth stanza, and
there is a blue initial and red pen flourish with a face at the initial for the second stanza. On
folio 116v there arc red paragraph marks at the first, third, and fifth stanzas and blue
paragraph marks at the second and fourth stanzas. On folio 117r red paragraph marks
appear at the first, third, and fifth stanzas, and on 117v red paragraph marks appear at the
first, third, and fifth stanzas and blue paragraph marks appear at the second and fourth
stanzas. On folio 118 red paragraph marks appear at the first and fifth stanzas, blue
paragraph marks appear at the second and fourth stanzas, and a blue initial and red flourish
appear for the third stanza. On folios 118v through 120v there arc red paragraph marks at
the first, third, and fifth stanzas only. Erasures occur on folios I09v, 113r, 114r, 117v,
and 118v. On folio 115r, there is a blank at line seven (first stanza; line 881 in the text is
missing, but line 882 is in its space in MS. Gg.4.27 with a blank space below that). Also,
on ruled line 15 of folio 115r, the second half of the line has been erased and the words
"horn of clcync" have been written over this rendering the full line as "Swich fechyng horn
of clcync" (I. 890, which reads "Swich wrcche on hem for fccchynge of Elcnyc" in
Riverside). There is also a blank line on folio 115v at line 14 (second stanza; line 922 is
missing, but the blank line appears in the space of line 924 in MS. Gg.4.27). Catchwords
for Quire XI appear at the lower right of folio 120v.
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1
1st
121

2
3
4
5
2nd 3rd
4th 5th
122 J23CANCCANC 124 125

6
6th
126

7
8
6th 5th
127 128

9
4th
129

10
11
SO SO
130 131

12
3rd
132

13 14
2nd 1st
133 134

Quire XI Isig. A): 14 (wants 7-9, and added leaves 10 and ll)(fo s. 121-134) (10 and 11
are singletons)19
[Troilus, V:1296-?, Gen Pro. ?-252]

Quire XI once contained two singletons which were added to a quire that already contained
12 leaves. These leaves apparently were inserted between folios 9 and 10, as their reverse
stubs arc evident between leaves 3 and 4.20 A total of eight leaves, including the
singletons, were cut from the manuscript in one cut. Folios 127, 128, 129,130
(singleton), and 131 (singleton) arc now missing. Folios 132,133, 134 were taped to their
stubs but exhibit the same cut pattern of the stubs. It seems likely that Troilus and Criscydc
ended on folio 129r. There is no way to know what existed on folios 129v or 130r. There
is traces of art on the stub of folio I30v, which seems to contain a portion of a pillar and
would possibly have been a full-pagc painting. The contents of folio 13 lr are also a
mystery. Henry Bradshaw's papers indicate that a picture would have appeared here as

l9Thc signatures in MS. Gg.4.27 run in lower case through the first ten gatherings,
then begin again with capitals at this point; these arc later additions; the orginal scribal
signatures, if they ever existed, were lost to trimming. Parkcs and Beadle suggest that
these were added by a hand they date as later in the fifteenth century, 62.
20Parkcs and Beadle 9; Bradshaw Papers, Box 3.
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well, but there is no evidence on the existing stub to support that.21 Folio 131 v almost
certainly contained the first thirty-six lines of the General Prologue to The Canterbury
Tales, as bits of letters survive on the stub which match those of lines 2 and 8 in the
Prologue.
Quire XI ends Troilus and Crjseyde and begins The Canterbury Tales. Folios 121
through 126 have 35 lines of text on each side. On folios 121 through 124, there are red
paragraph marks at the first, third, and fifth stanzas except for 123v where the mark for the
fifth stanza is missing. On folio 124v, there arc red paragraph marks at the first and fifth
stanzas, blue paragraph marks at the second and fourth stanzas, and a blue initial and red
pen flourish for the third stanza. On 125r, there arc red paragraph marks at the first and
third stanzas, blue paragraph marks at the second and fourth stanzas, and a blue initial and
red pen flourish for the fifth stanza. On folios 125v through 126v, red paragraph marks
appear at the first, third, and fifth stanzas only. Folios 127 through 131 are missing.
Troilus and Criseyde ends abruptly at line 1701 of the text on folio 126v. Thus the last
twenty-four stanzas arc lost; it may be assumed that those appeared on folios 127,128, and
the recto of 129. Likewise, The Canterbury Tales begins abruptly on folio 132r at line 37
of the General Prologue. As most of the text is arranged at 36 lines to a page, we may
assume that the General Prologue began on the verso of folio 131. There is, indeed
evidence on the stub to support this; the letter "c" appears on the stub at about ruled line 2;
this would be the last letter of the word "rootc" in line 2 of the Prologue. Another "e"
appears on the stub at about ruled line 8 which ends with the word "yronne" in line 8 of the
Prologue.22 Based on the probability that Troilus and Criseyde ended on folio 129r and
The Canterbury Tales began on folio 131 v, the contents of folios 129v, 130r and v, 131 r
arc unaccounted for. There is evidence of a painting on the verso of the stub of folio 130.

2lBradshaw Papers, Box 3.
22Manly and Rickert do not record any variants for these words; John M. Manly
and Edith Rickert, cds., The Text o f the Canterbury Talcs, Vol. V, The Corpus of Variants
(Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1940) 3.
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It appears to be a pillar or column of some sort and suggests that whatever appeared on
130v may have been a full-pagc painting. Folios 130 and 131 were also singletons added
to a quire which already had twelve leaves. As all the folios were cut from the manuscript
in one deep cut, folios 132,133. and 134 had to be taped back to their stubs (a good view
of the tape may be seen on 133v in the facsimile), and there are cut marks on 135. Folios
132 through 134 contain 36 lines of poetry on each side. The yellow paint which runs
through the first letters in Quires III and IV reappears here on each page. Red paragraph
marks are placed at various places throughout. The scribe has also indicated where the
pilgrims are introduced in the Prologue by placing their "names" in the margins; these are
framed by pen borders similar to the one found on folio 8v and those around the miniatures
of the pilgrims. There are erasures and corrections on folios 12 lv, I32v, 133r and v, and
134r and v. The catchwords for Quire XII appear at the bottom right of folio 134v,
although parts of the words have been trimmed along with the vellum.

1
1st
135

2
3
2nd 3rd
136 137

4
5
4th 5th
138 139

6
7
8
6th 6th 5th
140 141 142

9
4th
143

10 11
12
3rd 2nd 1st
144 145 146

Quire XII [sig. BJ: 12 (wants 8 ,9 ,1 0 ) (fos. 135-46)
(Gen Pro, 253-?, Kt. 7-1108]

Quire XII is missing folios 142,143, and 144. The verso of folio I43's stub shows traces
of a border and the front leg of a horse. This presumably would be the Knight's horse, as
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his talc most likely would have started on folio 144. The stub of folio 144r shows bits of
an illuminated border. So much force was applied to the knife when these leaves were cut
that the following 8 leaves were also cut and subsequently taped back to their stubs (folios
145-152; folios 147-152 are in Quire XIII which is intact).
Quire XII ends the General Prologue and begins the Knight's Tale. Folios 135r,
136-141, and 145-146 contain 36 lines on both sides, and the line of yellow paint running
through the first letters of each line continues through all extant leaves. Folios 142, 143,
and 144 have been cut out and are missing, and so much pressure was applied to the knife
that it also cut through the next 8 extant leaves (145-152 in Quire XIII), all of which have
been taped back to their stubs. The General Prologue ends abruptly at line 756, leaving
another 102 lines of text, which probably ran on folio 142 and the recto of folio 143
(probably leaving about 6 lines blank at the bottom). The Knight's Talc begins abruptly on
folio 145 at line 965, and the first 106 lines arc missing. These lines would have fit on the
lower portion of folio 143v and on all of folio 144. In the upper third to half of the stub for
folio 143v, there remains a bit of decoration. More precisely, about 35 mm from the top
edge of the leaf, there remains a very small part of a horse's lower leg and his hoof;
immediately below this is a full lower leg and hoof. These legs arc a dirty whitc-and-grcy
color. Immediately below the legs arc remnants of a line border, such as those used around
all the extant miniatures of the pilgrims. It seems likely that this was a miniature of the
Knight, as it comes just before his tale. What is unusual here, however, is that there is a
very small bit of green paint just to the left of the hoof of the second leg at the cut edge of
the stub. It is tempting to call this grass, but there is really too little of the paint to be
certain; also, there is no precedence for grass in any of the extant miniatures or other stubs
in MS. Gg.4.27. It might be noted, however, that grass is a part of some of the pilgrim
miniatures in the San Marino, The Huntington Library, MS. 26.C.9 (Ellesmere), and has
been used to support the theory that at least two and possibly three artists were at work on
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that manuscript;23 however, Ellesmere's miniature of the knight does not have grass (for
more details sec Chapter Three). On the recto side of the stub for folio 144 there are bits of
an illuminated border. Erasures and corrections appear on folios 135r, 139r, 141r, and
146r. Marginalia include a hand and finger pointing to line 725 of the text of the General
Prologue on folio 14 lv and scribal notations of the individual pilgrims with pen borders in
the margins of folios 145v and 146r. A blank line occurs on folio 135v at the second ruled
line (line 288 is missing, but assigned to line 289 in MS. Gg.4.27). A large portion of the
lower outside comer of folio 137 is missing, and this may have been original condition of
the sheet. The lower outside comer of folio 140 has been tom away. Neither of these
losses interferes with the text. The catchwords for Quire XIII appear in the lower right of
folio 146v.

1

2

1st 2nd
147 148

3
4
5
7
6
8
3rd 4th 5th 6th 6th 5th
149 150 151 152 153 154

9
4th
155

10 It
12
3rd 2nd 1st
156 157 158

[T
T____
T
[T
T____
Quire XIII [sig. C]:12 (fos. 146-158)
[Kt, 1109-1972]

Quire XIII is intact and continues The Knight's Talc uninterrupted. All 12 leaves have 36
lines of poetry to a side, and the yellow line of paint through the first letter of each line

2•’Herbert C. Schulz, The Eksmcrc Manuscript o f Chaucer's Canterbury Talcs (San
Marino; The Huntington Library, 1966) 3; and Margaret Rickert, "Illuminated Canterbury
Tales Manuscripts," The Text o f the Canterbury Talcs, John Manly and Edith Rickert,
eds., Vol. 1 (Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1940) 596.
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continues through 153r (on 150r it has red streaks in it). As described under Quire XII,
folios 146 through 152 have been taped to their stubs. Erasures and conrections occur on
folios 152v and 154v. Character names appear in pen borders on folios 157v and 158r and
v. The catchwords for Quire XIV appear in the lower right of folio 158v.

1
1st
159

2 3
2nd 3rd
160 161

4
4th
162

5
6
5th 6th
163 164

7
6th
165

8
9
5th 4th
166 167

10 11
3rd 2nd
168 169

12
1st
170

Quire XIV [sig. DJ: 12 (fos. 159-170)
[Kt, 1973-2835]

Quire XIV is intact and continues The Knight's Talc. All 12 leaves contain 36 lines to a
side. Erasures occur on folios 164v, I65r and v. Character names appear in pen borders
on folios 160r, 162r, 163r, 164r, and I65r. The vellum has unusually heavy stains in the
writing area on folio 167r. The catchwords for Quire XV appear in the lower right of folio
170v.
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1
1st
171

3
4
2
5
6
2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th
172 173 174 175 176

7
6th
177

9
8
5th 4th
178 179

10
11
12
3rd 2nd 1st
180 181 182

Quire XV {sig. EJ: 12 (174 mutilated) (fos. 171-182)
[Kt. 2893- MilT, 3682]

Quine XV is intact except for a mutilation of folio 174.
Quire XV ends The Knight's Tale, contains The Miller's Prologue, and begins The
Miller's Talc. Folio 171 and the recto of folio 172 contain 36 lines to a side; folio 172v has
only 35 lines; additionally, its ninth line has been crossed out, for it repeats line eight.
Thus, folio 172v has only 34 lines of text. Folio 173 has 36 lines on each side. Folio 174
has been mutilated, as the bottom half has been tom or cut out; there arc, however, no cut
marks on its neighboring folios. These features make this mutilation an anomaly. On folio
174r, about 19 lines of text remain, but lines 3073 through 3088 of the text of the Knight's
Tale arc missing. On folio 174v, lines 3089 through 3107 survive, but line 3108, the last
of the tale, only partially survives. Also surviving near the mutilation are parts of a pen
border and possibly the tip of a horse's tail. This, presumably, would have been the
miniature of the Miller, for his Prologue begins, intact, on folio 175r. Another aspect of
folio 174v is that red paint has been touched to the first letter of each line. Thus, it would
seem likely that these instances of red paint were added before the mutilation, possibly at
the time of production. This occurs nowhere else in this gathering. The Miller's Prologue
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begins on folio 175r with a red initial (most are blue) with blue fill-in for the block and an
illuminated border. Both sides of folio 175 have 36 lines. The Prologue ends and the Talc
begins on folio 176r where there is a blue initial with red fill-in and an illuminated border.
Folios 176v through 182 arc undecorated and contain 36 lines on each side. Erasures and
corrections occur on folios 171r and 177r. The catchwords for Quire XVI appear at the
bottom right of folio 182v.
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t
2
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4
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7
1st 3rd 2nd 4th 5th 6th 6th
>83 185 184 186 187 188

8
9
10 11
12
5th 4th 2nd 3rd 1st
190 191 193 192 194

MB
•MB

Quire XVI (sig. F): 12 (wants 3 and 11, stubs misbound in 2 and 10 positions) (fos. 183194)
[MilT, 3683- Words of the Host. 81]

Quire XVI is missing two leaves, 3 and 4, the stubs of which have been misbound as
leaves 2 and 10.24 These leaves arc folios 185, which contained the end of The Miller's
Tale and the beginning of The Reeve's Prologue, and 193 which presumably contained The
Cook’s Prologue. There arc traces of an illuminated border on the recto side of folio 193.
There arc also knife marks on the recto of folio 186. The miniature of the Reeve appears
on folio 185r, and the miniature of the Cook appears on folio 192v.
24Parkcs and Beadle 9.
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Quire XVI ends The Miller’s Tale, contains The Reeve's Tale and The Cook's
Prologue, and begins the Host's Link; The Cook's Tale is missing. Folio 183 contains 36
lines of poetry on each side. Between folios 183 and 184 there is a stub which has been
misbound in the second position instead of the third. Folio 184 has been foliated as 185 by
Bradshaw; realizing his mistake. Bradshaw then crossed out this first foliation and penciled
in 184 (this is visible in the facsimile).25 That this is a misbound stub is readily supported
by the fact that the text of The Miller’s Tale is uninterrupted here; folio 183v ends with line
3756 of the text and folio 184r begins with line 3757. Folio 184 contains 36 lines of
poetry on both sides. The Miller’s Tale then ends abruptly on 184v at line 3828. In the
third position, then, wc can assume that the recto of 185 contained the last 26 lines of The
Miller's Tale. On folio 186, the Reeve’s Prologue begins abruptly at line 3891, thus we
can again assume that the first 35 lines of the Prologue appeared on 185v. The stub of
185v supports this, as there arc bits of a leaf border and, at the top, the letters "e cas” have
survived. The first line of the prologue matches these: "Whan folk hadde laughcn at this
nycc cas."26 There are two other sets of other letters on the stub at about lines 4 and 5
which are not as certain due to the mutilation itclf. The first of these is "plcye" which most
likely was to be "plcyed" at the end of line 3858, though Manly and Rickert list no such
variant in extant manuscripts 27 The second set of letters may have been part of a word,
for all that remains is "guc." This may have corresponded to the word "greve" at the end of
lines 3859.: again, Manly and Rickert list no variants for the end of this line.28 There arc
also cut marks on folio 186 which match those of the misbound stub. The recto of folio
186 contains the last 30 lines of the Prologue, a heading for The Reeve's Talc, and the
miniature of the Reeve in a pen border, the first extant miniature in MS. Gg.4.27. The
miniature occupies the last 6 ruled lines and the entire bottom margin of the leaf (the overall
25Parkcs and Beadle 7 and 9.
26Manly and Rickert do not record any variants to the last two words; Manly and
Rickert. vol. 5, 383.
27Manly and Rickert, vol. 5, 383.
28Manly and Rickert, vol. 5, 383.
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size is 12 cm wide and 9 cm high). A later hand has written "Bewar to rede this tale for it
is fullc of vnclenlynesse" in the margin, but this has since been erased; however, it is
possible to see the traces of this (even on the facsimile) and Parkcs and Beadle have
verified it under ultraviolet light.29 There are also red paint highlights on the first letter of
each line on this side of the folio. On the recto of folio 186, where The Reeve's Tale
actually begins, there is an exceptionally large blue initial with red and brown fill-in and an
illuminated border. Folios 186v through 191 contain 36 lines of poetry on each side.
Following folio 191 is the opposite side of the misbound stub which is followed by a folio
Bradshaw has foliated as 193, and this has been crossed out and 192 has been penciled in.
This is correct; folio 191 v ends with line 4313 of the Reeve's Talc, but has been switched,
as the scribe notes in the margin, with line 4314 (which occupies the 35th line of the page);
and folio 192 begins with line 4315 of the same tale. Thus, despite a scribal error on folio
19lv, the talc proceeds uninterrupted. Folio 192rcontains a total of 33 lines, the last 10 of
The Reeve's Talc, followed by 3 blank lines. These arc then followed by the first 23 lines
of the Cook's Prologue. There is a blue initial with brown and red fill-in and an
illuminated border. There is also illumination on the initial as well. The last 17 lines of the
Cook's Prologue appear at the top of folio 192v, again uninterrupted. These are followed
by a heading for his talc and the miniature of the Cook, which extends only slightly below
the normal rulings for the text. The misbound stub should then appear after this folio as the
stub for folio 193, for the Cook's Talc docs not exist in MS. Gg.4.27. All 57 lines would
have appeared on folio 193,36 on the recto and 21 at the top of the verso. The Host’s
Link begins abruptly at line 10 of the text on folio 194r, thus there would have been ample
space for the first 9 lines on the recto of 193. On the recto side of the stub of folio 193,
there arc four sets of letters. First there is what appears to be an "c" or even a "c" at about
line 11 which docs not seem to match the text or variants list by Manly and Rickert.30

29Parkcs and Beadle 66.
30Manly and Rickert, vol. 5,434-436.
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Secondly, "aunte" appears at about line 12 which corresponds with the words "remenaunt"
and “servaunt" at the end of lines 4406 and 4407 in the Cook's Tale. Thirdly, "nne"
appears at about line 30 which corresponds with the words "sonne" and "ronne" at the ends
oflines 1 and 2 of the Host's Link. Finally. *'t lore" appears at about line 32 which might
match the words "ystert in loore" at line 4 of the Host's Link, though Manly and Rickert do
not list such a variant.31 Folio 194 contains 36 lines of poetry on each side, but there is no
decoration. There is, however, a heading for the tale added in blue in the bottom margin by
a later hand. Erasures in this gathering occur on folios 189r and v, and 190r. On folio
190v a repeated line, line 17, has been crossed out. but unlike earlier corrections of this
type, the first of the two lines is crossed out. not the second. There is also a minor, yet
important difference in the hand between the lines. The repeated line is identical, word for
word, to the crosscd-out line, yet the lettering is smaller. Indeed, the lettering in the 16
lines prior to the error is larger than the lettering which follows. This may indicate a break
between stints for the scribe. The catchwords for Quire XVII appear in the lower right of
folio 194v.

31Manly and Rickert, vol. 5, 440.
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204 205 2 0 6

Quire XVII [sig. G]: 12 (wants I) (fos. 196-206)
[Words of the Host, 7-MLT, 903]

Quire XVII is missing its first leaf, folio 195.
Quire XVII originally ended the Host's Link and contained The Man of Law's
Prologue, and it begins his Tale. The Host's Link ends abruptly at line 81 at the end of the
previous quire on folio 194v. Folio 195 is missing, but we may assume that the last 19
lines of the link would have appeared on the verso of folio 195. The Man of Law's Talc
begins with the first stanza at the top of folio 196r, thus all 34 lines of the Prologue are
missing. There would be sufficient space on the folio, then, for the Prologue and a
miniature of the Man of Law. As there is no evidence on the remaining stub, it is
impossible to determine the arrangement with certainty; however, given the arrangement of
other miniatures, it seems likely that, in addition to the last 19 lines of the link, about 15
lines of the Prologue appeared on the recto of folio 195; the remaining lines of the
Prologue appeared at the top of folio 195v, and the miniature appeared at the bottom of
folio 195v, just before the talc. On folios 196 through 206, which contain The Man of
Law's Tale uninterrupted, there arc five stanzas of seven lines each on each side of the
leaves. Erasures and corrections appear on folios 196v, 197r and v, 199v, 200v, 20 lr,
202v, and 205r and v. Catchwords for Quire XVIII appear at the lower right of folio
206v.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

53

1
1st
207

4
2
3
2nd 3rd 4 th
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Quire XVIII [sig. HJ: 12 (wants 5) (fos. 207-218)
[MLT, 904-WBP, 608]

Quire XVIII is missing folio 211. There arc traces of a border on the recto side of the stub.
The Man of Law's Tale ends on folio 2 lOv, so The Wife of Bath's Prologue probably
began on folio 21 lr.
Quire XVIII ends The Man of Law’s Talc and begins The Wife of Bath's Prologue;
The Man of Law's Epilogue is missing. Folios 207 through 2I0r contain 5 stanzas of
seven lines each on both sides of the leaves. The last 3 stanzas of The Man of Law's Talc
arc on 210v, as well as a closing for the Talc and a heading for The Wife of Bath's
Prologue in red. Folio 211 has been cut out of the codex, and the Wife's Prologue begins
abruptly at line at line 77 on folio 212r. Thus, the first 76 lines of her Prologue arc
missing. At 38 lines to a side, 76 lines would precisely fill folio 211. The 28 line Epilogue
of The Man of Law's Talc probably did not exist in MS. Gg.4.27.32 There arc traces of a
leaf border on the stub of 21 lr. Folios 212 through 218 contain 38 lines of poetry on each
side of the leaves. There are erasures and corrections on folios 208r and v, 212r and v.

32MS. Gg.4.27 thus agrees with Ellesmere and Aberystwyth, National Library of
Wales, Peniarth MS. 392, Hcngwrt in this respect.
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213r, 214v, and 215r and v. Catchwords for Quire XIX appear at the lower right of folio
218v.

1
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1st 2nd
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3rd 4th 5th
221 2 2 2 223

6
6th
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10 11 12
3rd 2nd 1st
228 22 9 230

Quire XIX [sig. I): 12 (wants 10) (fos. 219-230)
[VVBP, 609- FrT, 1474]

Quire XIX is missing folio 228. Presumably The Friar's Prologue, figure, and the
beginning of his Tale would have appeared on this leaf. The miniature of the Wife of Bath
appears on folio 222r.
Quire XIX ends The Wife of Bath's Prologue, contains her Talc, and begins The
Friar's Talc. Folios 219 through 221 contain 38 lines of poetry on each side of their
leaves. Folio 222r contains the last 16 lines of The Wife’s Prologue. These arc followed
by a closing and heading in red and the miniature of The Wife of Bath which drops only
slightly below the rulings for the text (her overall size is 12cm wide and 11.5cm high).
Her Talc begins on folio 222v with a blue initial "I" and an illuminated border. Folio 222v
contains 38 lines of text. Folios 223 through 227r contain 38 lines of text on each side of
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the leaves. Folio 227v contains the last 28 lines of The Wife of Bath's Talc. The scribe
has added a closing for The Wife of Bath's Tale and a heading for The Friar's Prologue at
the end of the text. Folio 228 has been cut out. The Friar's Tale begins abruptly at line
1323 of the text on folio 229r. Thus the 35 line Prologue and the first 22 lines of the Tale
are missing. There is no evidence on the stub, but it seems likely that the Prologue
appeared, in its entirety, on the recto of folio 228, and that a miniature of the Friar and the
first 22 lines of his Talc appeared on folio 228v. Folios 229 through 230, which continue
The Friar's Tale, contain 38 lines of text on each side of the leaves. Erasures and
corrections appear on folios 220v, 221 v, and 229v and erasures occur on both sides of
folio 227. On folios 224v and 225v there arc marginalia, in both cases a hand and finger
pointing to the text. The hand and finger on folio 224v points to a scribal note in the
margin: "nota." The hand and finger on folio 225v points to line 1109 of the Tale. The
catchwords for Quire XX appear at the lower right of folio 230v.
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Quire XX [sig. KJ: 12 (wants 3,4, and 12) (fos. 231- 241)
[FrT, 1475-C1T. ?]

Quire XX is missing folios 233,234, and 242. Presumably The Friar's Talc ended on
folio 233r and The Summoncr’s Prologue began on folio 233v; The Summoncr’s Prologue
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probably ended on folio 234r, and his miniature probably appeared there as well. His talc
began on folio 234v. There arc traces o f a border on the stub of folio 242r; The
Summoncr's Tale probably ended here, and The Clerk’s Prologue probably began here as
well. Folios 235,236, and 237 were taped back into the codex.
Quire XX ends The Friar’s Tale and contains The Summoncr’s Tale. All extant
leaves have 38 lines of text on each side. Folios 233 and 234 have been cut out. The
Friar’s Tale ends abruptly at line 1630 of the Tale on folio 232v. We may assume that the
last 34 lines of The Friar's Tale were on 233r. Likewise, the Summoner's Tale begins
abruptly at line 1747 on folio 235r. Thus the 44-line Prologue and the first 38 lines of the
Tale are missing. We may again assume that the first 38 lines of the Prologue appeared on
233v, and that the last 6 lines of the Prologue appeared on folio 234r, leaving ample space
for a miniature of the Summoncr. It seems likely that the first 38 lines of the Talc appeared
on folio 234v. Additionally, there arc cuts and tape on folios 235,236, and 237. The
Summoner's Talc continues on folios 235 through 241. Folios 242 and 243 in Quire XXI
have been cut out. The Summoner’s Talc ends abruptly at line 2284 on folio 242v. Wc
may assume that the last 10 lines of the Talc would have appeared on folio 243r. Also
missing is the 56 line Clerk's Prologue and the first 8 stanzas of his Talc. Five stanzas
would have appeared on folio 243v, leaving 3 stanzas for the bottom of folio 243r, and
room for a miniature of the clerk at the top of folio 243r. Near the top of folio 243r’s stub
there is a trace of a leaf border and the tail and rear leg of a horse. This would suggest that
the 56-linc Prologue would have existed on the remainder of folio 242. Erasures and
corrections occur on folios 229v, 23lr, 235r, and 236r; erasures also occur on folios 239v
and 241. As the leaf in the twelfth position is missing, there arc no catchwords.
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Quire XXI [sig. L): 12 (wants 1) (fos. 244-254)
[C1T, ? -882]

Quire XXI is missing its first leaf, folio 243. The recto of the remaining stub shows traces
of a border as well as the tail and rear leg of a horse; this would probably have been the
miniature of the clerk. Folios 244,245, and 246 all had to be taped into place.
Quire XXI continues The Clerk's Tale (for discussion on possible contents of folio
243 see Quire XX). Folios 244 through 254 contain 5 stanzas with seven lines to a stanza
on each side of the leaves. Folios 244 through 251 suffered cuts from the removal of
folios 242 and 243, and have been repaired with tape. Erasures occur on folios 247r and
v, 249,252,253, and 254r and v. The catchwords for Quire XXII appear at the lower
right of folio 254v.
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Quire XXII [sig. M): 12 (wants 6) (fos. 255-266)
[C1T, 883-McrchT 1720]

Quire XXII is missing folio 260. There is a trace of a border on the recto side of the stub,
and the verso side most likely contained the miniature of the Merchant and the beginning of
his talc. Folios 261-263 have knife marks.
Quire XXII ends The Clerk's Talc, contains The Merchant's Prologue, and begins
The Merchant's Talc. Folios 255 through 259r continue The Clerk’s Talc with five stanzas
at seven lines per stanza on each side of the leaves. Folio 255v has the last three stanzas of
the talc and the stanza with the words of the host. At the bottom, in the scribal hand, and
bordered by a pen border, is a heading for The Merchant's Talc. Folio 260 has been cut
from the manuscript. The Merchant's Tale begins abruptly at line 1265 on folio 261r.
Thus, the first 20 lines of his Talc as well as the 32-linc Prologue arc missing. It seems
likely that the Prologue existed on folio 260r and that a miniature of the merchant and the
first 20 lines of his Talc appeared on the verso side. There is a trace of a leaf border on
folio 260r’s stub. There arc small cuts on folios 261,262, and 263. Folios 261 through
266 continue The Merchant’s Tale with 38 lines of text on each side of the leaves except
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263v where there are only 37 lines. Erasures occur on folios 255v and 256r. Most of the
lower outside comer and edge have been tom from folio 257 but without loss to the text.
On folio 259, just after the words "Lcnvoy Dc Chaucer" in the Clerk's Tale, there is an
uncharacteristic illuminated initial with red and brown paint at the beginning of the stanza;
the line reads "Gysilde is deed & ek hire pacience" (1.1177). This would suggest some
level of attention toward Chaucer as the author and as the focus of the collection of works
in MS. Gg.4.27. This possibility is further supported by the use of additional decoration
in his tales to come. The original catchwords for Quire XXIII have been all but trimmed
away, but a later hand has rewritten them just above the original in the lower right of 266v

M
T
T

Quire XXIII fsig. NJ: 12 (wants 10; 11 mutilated) (fos. 267-278)
[McrchT, 1721-SqT, 160]

Quire XXIII, which ends The Merchant's Talc and begins The Squire's Talc, is missing
folio 276. There is a trace of a border on the recto side and the miniature of the Squire
probably appeared on the verso. The upper half of folio 277 has been tom out.
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Quire XXIII ends The Merchant's Tale and begins The Squire's Tale. All extant
leaves contain 38 lines of text on each side. Folios 267 through 275 continue The
Merchant's Tale which ends abruptly at line 2404 on folio 275v. A later hand has added an
heading for The Squire's Tale at the bottom of the leaf. Folio 276 has been cut out, and
folio 277 has been mutilated. The first extant line on folio 277r is line 36 of The Squire's
Tale and falls at about ruled line 28 on the page. Thus the last 14 lines of The Merchant's
Tale, the Epilogue, The Squire's Prologue, and the first 27 lines of The Squire's Tale have
all been lost or mutilated. It seems likely that the last 14 lines of The Merchant's Talc
appeared at the top of folio 276r, possibly followed by the 22-line Epilogue (a total of 36
lines). It also seems likely that the first 27 lines of The Squire's Tale appeared at the top of
folio 277, the mutilated leaf. This leaves the 8-linc Squire's Prologue for the top of folio
276r and ample room for a miniature of the Squire. There remains a trace of a leaf border
on folio 276r's stub. The mutilated folio 277 has an illuminated border on the recto side; as
the upper half is gone, there may have been an initial there as well. The first extant line of
folio 277v is line 76 of The Squire's Tale at ruled line 30 of the page. The previous 29
lines of the text match with the last lines on folio 277r. Folio 278 continues The Squire's
Tale with 38 lines of text on each side. There arc erasures on folios 275r and 278r. The
catchwords for Quire XXIV appear in the lower right of folio 278v.
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Quine XXIV [sig. O): 12 (wants 7 and 8) (fos. 279-290)
[SqT, 161-FrkT, 1032]

Quire XXIV is missing folios 285 and 286. Folio 286 presumably contained The
Franklin's Prologue on both the recto and verso with his figure on the verso side.
Quire XXIV ends The Squire's Tale and begins The Franklin's Talc. All extant
leaves contain 38 lines of text on each side. Folios 279-284 contain The Squire's Talc,
which ends abruptly at line 614 of the text on folio 284v. A later hand has added a heading
for The Franklin's Talc at the bottom of the leaf. Folios 285 and 286 have been cut out.
The first line on folio 287r is the first line of The Franklin's Talc; there is an illuminated
border but no initial on this leaf. Missing arc the last 58 lines of The Squire's Tale; the 36line dialogue of the Franklin, Squire, and Host; and the Franklin's Prologue. It seems
likely that the last 58 lines appeared on the recto and upper verso of folio 285. The
dialogue would then follow on the recto of folio 286, and the 20-line prologue would have
been at the top of folio 286v, leaving sufficient room for a miniature of the Franklin on
folio 286v as well. There is a gold initial and flourish on 281 r at the break between the
sections of The Squire’s Talc; this decoration is unique, both in its style and in the fact that
there is no direct reference to Chaucer as found above. As before, there is an illuminated
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border on folio 287r. Red highlight has been added to the first letters of each line on folio
287r and v. There are erasures on folios 283r and v, 284r, 287r, and 288r. The
catchwords for Quire XXV appear on the lower right of folio 290v.
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Quire XXV (sig. PJ: 16 (wants 8-11,13 and 14) (fos. 291-306)
(FrkT, 1033-PardT, 518]

Quire XXV is missing six leaves: folios 298-301 and 303-304. The Franklin's Talc
probably ended on folio 298 and The Physician's Talc probably began there; a miniature of
the Physician probably appeared on folio 299v. There are knife cuts and tape on folio 302.
The Physician's Talc probably ended on 303, and The Pardoner’s Prologue probably
began on folio 304. There is no evidence on the stubs. The miniature of the Pardoner
appears on folio 305r.
Quire XXV ends The Franklin's Talc, contains a fragment of the Physician's Talc
and The Pardoner's Prologue, and begins The Pardoner's Talc. All extant leaves contain
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38 lines of text each except for folio 306r which contains 18 lines of text and the miniature
of the Pardoner. Folios 291-297 continue the Franklin's Tale which ends abruptly at line
1574 on folio 297v. A later hand has added a heading for The Physician's Tale. Folios
298,299.300, and 301 have been cut from the codex. There are knife marks and tape on
folio 302. Presumably, the last fifty lines of The Franklin's Tale would have appeared on
the recto and upper verso of folio 298. The Physician's Tale begins abruptly at line 167 on
the recto of folio 302. The previous 166 lines probably appeared on the bottom of folio
299v (about 14 lines), and on folios 300 and 301. This configuration leaves ample room
for a miniature of the physician on folio 299v. It is unclear what, if anything, appeared on
folio 299r; there is no evidence on any of the surviving stubs. The Physician’s Talc,
however, ends abruptly 76 lines later (242) on folio 302v. Folios 303 and 304 have also
been cut from the codex; there arc knife marks and tape on 305. Most likely, the last 44
lines of the Physician’s Talc would have appeared on folio 303 (with only six lines on
303v). 42 lines of words from the host would have filled out folio 303, with another 10
lines appearing at the lop of folio 304r. This in turn would have been followed by the first
58 lines of the Pardoner's Prologue on 304 (leaving approximately 6 lines of space
throughout for headings and/or ornamentation or even simple breaks in the text). The
Pardoner's Prologue begins abruptly at line 387 on folio 305. The Prologue ends on folio
305v, and the Talc begins on 306r with an illuminated border and miniature of the
Pardoner. Erasures occur on folios 291 v, 295r, 296r, 302r and v, and 306r. The
catchwords for Quire XXVI appear on the lower right of folio 306v.
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Quire XXVI [sig. Q]: 12 (wants 7 and 12) (folios 307-317)
[PardT, 519-ShipT. 372J

Quire XXVI is missing folios 313 and 318. There arc traces of a border on folio 313rand
The Shipman's Tale probably began here, and his figure probably appeared here as well.
The Shipman's Tale probably ended on folio 318.
Quire XXVI ends The Pardoner's Talc and begins The Shipman's Tale. All extant
leaves contain 38 lines on each side except for folio 312v which contains the last 30 lines of
The Pardoner's Talc. This is followed by a colophon in the scribal hand. A later hand has
added an heading for the Shipman's Talc at the bottom of the leaf. Folio 313 has been cut
from the manuscript; there arc knife marks and tape on folio 314. The Shipman's Talc
begins abruptly at line 63 on folio 314. It seems likely that a miniature of the Shipman and
the first 25 lines of his talc appeared on folio 313r and the next 38 lines appeared on folio
313v. Traces of a border on the recto side of the stub support this assumption. The
Shipman's Talc then ends abruptly at line 372 on folio 3 17v. A later hand has added the
heading for The Prioress's Talc. Folio 318, which was the last of the quire, has been cut
from the manuscript. It seems likely that the last 58 lines of the Talc appeared on 318.
Paragraph marks appear on folios 308r, 309r, 31 Or, 31 lr, 31 lv, 314r, 315r and v, 317r
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and v. Erasures appear on folios 3 Ur, 3 14r and v, and 3 15r. As the leaf in the twelfth
position is missing, there arc no catchwords.
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Quire XXVfl [sig. RJ: 12 (wants 1. 2. 7, and 8) (fos. 321-330P
[ShipT, ? -Mel, 1099]

Quire XXVII lacks folios 319, 320,325, and 326. The Prioress’s Talc probably began on
folio 319 where there are traces of an illuminated border on the stub or on folio 320 where
there arc also traces of an illuminated border. Her miniature presumably would have
appeared on folio 319 or 320 as well. Folios 321 and 322 contain knife marks; 321
contains tape. Missing folios 325 and 326 come between Chaucer's Talcs of Sir Topas and
Mclibec. If there were a figure of Chaucer, as we might reasonably assume there would
have been, then it would have come here and not at the beginning of Sir Topas. There is
indeed room on these two leaves for a full page painting, and there is a precedent for such a
work on the stub of folio 130v.

33In Parkes and Beadle's collation there is a misprint for Quire XXVII which states
that folios 352-6 arc missing instead of 325-6; see Parkes and Beadle 9.
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Quire XXVII contains The Prioress’s Tale, Words of the Host to Chaucer, The
Tale of Sir Thopas, and begins The Talc of Melibec. The first two leaves, folios 319 and
320, are missing. The Prioress’s Tale begins abruptly with the eleventh stanza of her talc
on folio 321. As there are five stanzas to a page throughout this section, the first ten
stanzas probably appeared on both sides of folio 320. It then follows that the 17 lines of
words from the host and the first stanza or two of The Prioress’s Prologue appeared on
folio 319r, and that the last two or three stanzas of the Prologue and a miniature of the
Prioress appeared on the verso of that leaf. The Prioress's Tale ends intact on folio 322v
with a colophon by the scribe. The scribe has also added a heading which reads ’’Byhold
the myric talkynge of the hoost to Chaucer." This three-stanza link appears on folio 323r
with a pen initial for the host’s first words. The scribe has then included a heading for Sir
Thopas, and the first 12 lines follow. These begin with an illuminated initial and border for
the page. Sir Thopas ends abruptly on folio 324v at line 905 or thirteen lines before the
host's interruption. Folios 325 and 326 were cut from the manuscript but in
uncharacteristic fashion, as there are cut marks on the preceding leaf as well as the one
following. The Tale of Melibec begins abruptly on folio 327r with the words "yourc self
dystroyc" which comes about two thirds of the way through the fifth paragraph. It seems
likely that the 47-1 inc interruption of the Talc, Hccrc the Hoost stynteth Chaucer of his Talc
of Thopas, appeared on folio 325r and the first 9 lines of folio 325v, leaving plenty of
space for a miniature of Chaucer just prior to The Talc of Melibec. The Tide probably
began on the recto of folio 326. It continues through the rest of the quire with 38 lines of
ruling to a side. Paragraph marks and red highlights on the first letter of various words
appear on folios 326-330. Blue initials and flourishes appear on folio 329r and v; the one
on folio 329r contains a small animal in the flourish. Erasures appear on folios 327v,
328v, and 329r. The catchwords for Quire XXVIII appear on the lower right of 330v.
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Quire XXVIII [sig. S]: 12 (fos. 331-342)
[Mcl, 1099-1557]

Quire XXVIII is intact and continues The Tale of Melibec. There are 38 lines of text on side
of the leaves. Blue initials and pen flourishes (some with faces) appear on folios 33 lr.
333v. 334v, 335v, 336r, 337r and v, 339 r and v, 340r and v, 3 4 lr and v, 342r and v;
most of these are doubles with even one triple initial on folio 334v. Red highlighted letters
appear on every page, and paragraph marks appear on all but folios 338r, 339r and v, 340r
and v. and 341 v. An erasure appears on folio 332v, and a repeated phrase has been
crossed out on folio 339v. There arc also some decorative marginalia, probably in a later
hand, in the lower left-hand margin of folio 331. The catchwords for Quire XXIX appear
on the lower right of folio 342v.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

68

1
1st
343

2 3
4
2nd 3rd 4th
344 3 4 5 346

5 6
5th 6th
347 348

7
8
9
6th 5th 4th
3 49 3 5 0 351

10
11 >2
3rd 2nd 1st
3 5 2 3 5 3 354

Quire XXIX 12 [sig. T): (wants 8) (fos. 343-354)
[Mel, 1557-MkT, 2184]

Quire XXIX is missing folio 350 which comes just before the Epilogue of Melibec. There
arc traces of a red pen flourish on the stub. The miniature of the Monk appears on folio
352r.
Quire XXIX ends The Tale of Melibec, contains the Words of the Host to the
Monk, and begins The Monk's Talc. The first portion containing the prose of Melibec is
consistent with the previous quire; Melibec ends abruptly on folio 349v. There are 38
lines of text on each side of the folios 343 -349, and each of these pages has red
highlighted letters. Paragraph marks appear on folios 344r and v, 345r and v, 347v, and
348r. Blue initials and pen flourishes appear on folios 345v-349v. Folio 350 was cut
from the text; knife marks appear on folio 351. There arc also traces of a red pen flourish
on the stub of folio 350. The Talc of Melibec ends abruptly on folio 349, its last words
being "For Senck scyth that he that ovcrcomyth" (1858). The words of the Host to the
Monk begin abruptly at line 1919; the first 30 lines arc missing. It seems likely that the
Talc of Melibec ended on folio 350r, or possibly the very top of 350v, and that the first 30
lines of the prologue appeared on folio 350v. There arc 36 lines on each side of folio 351.
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There is also a blue initial with red pen flourish on 35 lv. The miniature of the Monk
appears at the top of 352r along with an illuminated border, and the first three stanzas of his
Tale immediately follow. As The Monk’s Tale is in stanzas of 8 lines each, the stanzas do
not fit as neatly as others in this codex do; beginning on folio 342v and through folio 362v
in the next quire, there is a consistent pattern of lines and stanzas on each side of a leaf:
4st+2U, 61l+3st+411,41l+3st+6II, and 2U+4st, and then the pattern repeats itself completely
4 times. Red highlight on the first letter of each line appears on folios 352-354. Erasures
and corrections appear on folios 352v, 353, and 354v. A tear in the margin of the vellum
on folio 344 was at one time repaired with stitching, probably when the skin was being
stretched; the stitches themselves have been removed. The catchwords for Quire XXX
appear on the lower right of folio 354v.
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Quire XXX [sig. V]: 14 (wants 9 and 10) (fos. 355-368)
[MkT. 2185- NPT, 3162]

Quire XXX is missing folios 363 and 364. The stub of folio 364 contains traces of the
border usually found around the pilgrims; this would presumably have been the miniature
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of the Nun's Priest, as his Tale begins at this point. Folios 365 and 366 were cut and
taped.
Quire XXX ends The Monk's Tale and begins The Nun’s Priest's Talc. The
Monk's Tale ends abruptly on folios 362v at line 2424, and. as before, a seventeenth
century hand has written a heading for The Nun's Priest’s Tale. Leaves 363 and 364 were
cut from the text; 365 and 366 werc also cut and taped back to their stubs, and there are cut
marks on folios 367 and 368. As in the Hengwrt and Ellesmere manuscripts, MS.
Gg.4.27's arrangement of The Monk's Tale places the Modem Instances, De Petro Rege
Ispannie, De Petro Rege Cipro, De Barnabo dc Lumdardia, and De Hugclino Comite de
Pizc, at the end of the Tale. In MS. Gg.4.27 The Monk’s Tale ends abruptly after the
second line of the third stanza of Dc Hugelino (1. 2424), leaving four stanzas and six lines
before the end of the Modem Instances and the end of the Tale as it is arranged in MS.
Gg.4.27. Following the configuration established in the previous quire, the next six lines
would have appeared at the top of folio 363r. This, in turn, would have been followed by
three full stanzas and the first four lines of the last stanza. The last four lines of the last
stanza of The Monk's Talc probably appeared at the top of folio 363v. The Nun's Priest's
Talc begins abruptly at line 2859 on folio 365. The first 38 lines of The Nun's Priest's
Talc would have appeared on folio 364v. This is supported by the fact that the ends of
three lines of the Tale (lines 2,4, and 5) survive on the stub: for line 2 an "c" remains for
the word "cotagc", for line 4 the word "Talc" remains, and for line 5 "if' remains for
"wif.” Following the pattern of all previous miniatures, the miniature here would have
appeared at the bottom of folio 364r, and, indeed, traces of the characteristic miniature
border appear on the surviving stub. Enough remains to estimate that it measured 15.8cm
high, or somewhat larger than other figures. It may be assumed that approximately the last
twenty lines of the Prologue appeared above the miniature and that the first 35 lines
appeared on folio 363v, just below the last four lines of the Monk's Talc.
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Red highlights appear on the first letter of each line throughout this quire and
paragraph marks appear in The Nun's Priest's Talc on folios 366v and 367r and v.
Erasures appear on folios 355v, 356r and v, 357v, 358v, 359v, 360r, 266v, and 367r.
The catchwords for Quire XXXI appear on the lower right of folio 370v.
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Quire XXXI [sig. X]: 14 (wants 4 and 6; 13 mutilated) (fos. 369-382)
fNPT, 3163- CYP, 705]

Quire XXXI lacks folios 372 and 374. The Second Nun's miniature probably appeared on
folio 374v. Folios 373 and 375 were also cut out but were taped back to their stubs.
Quire XXXI ends The Nun’s Priest's Talc and contains The Second Nun's Talc
and The Canon's Yeoman's Prologue. All extant leaves contain cither 38 lines of text or
five stanzas on each side. The Nun’s Priest's Talc ends abruptly at line 3365 on folio
371 v; a later hand has added a heading for The Second Nun’s Talc at the bottom. Folio
372 was cut from the codex, as were folios 373, 374, and 375, but folios 373 and 375
have been taped back to their stubs. It seems likely that The Nun’s Priest’s Talc ended on
folio 372, as the Prologue to The Second Nun’s Talc begins abruptly with the third stanza.
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However, this means that the last 97 lines of The Nun's Priest's Tale including the
Epilogue and the first ten lines of the Second Nun's Talc would have had to have shared a
leaf probably ruled for 76 lines. Even if the 16-linc epilogue were omitted, there is not
enough room for the missing text. Apparently this quire was missing text in its original
state. The Second Nun's Prologue then ends abruptly at line 84 on folio 373v, as there arc
five remaining stanzas, it seems likely that they appeared on the recto of the now missing
folio 374. The Second Nun's Tale begins abruptly with the forth stanza on folio 375r. We
may assume that a miniature of the Second Nun appeared at the top of folio 374v with the
first three stanzas of her tale following. The Second Nun's Talc ends properly on folio
380v and is followed by a red heading in the scribal hand for the Canon's Yeoman's
Prologue. Folio 381 has been mutilated; what was most likely an illuminated initial in the
upper left hand comer of the recto has been cut and tom out. At one comer of this tear
there was a hole in the vellum which was repaired with stitches during production (see
Quire XXIX), which have since been lost; only the stitch holes remain, yet the scribe has
worked around this flaw in the vellum establishing the existence of this hole during
production. The mutilation ruins about 11 lines of text on each side of the leaf. Still,
enough remains to clearly show that this is the beginning of The Canon’s Yeoman's
Prologue which continues on folio 382, only to end abruptly at line 705 on 382v. Folio
382 is also the end of the quire. Red highlights appear on the first letter of each line on
folios 369-371, 375-379r, 380v, and 38lr, but not on the reinserted folio 373 nor on folios
379v, 380r, 381 v, or 382. Paragraph marks appear on folios 369-371. Erasures appear
on folios 371 v, 373v, 375r, 376v, 377v, 378r and v, and 380r. The catchwords for Quire
XXXII appear on the lower right of folio 382v.
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1
1st
383

2 3
4
2nd 3rd 4th
384 385 386

5
5th
387

6
7
8
9
6th 6th 5th 4th
388 3 89 3 90 391

10 1 1 1 2
3rd 2nd 1st
392 3 9 3 3 94

Quire XXXII [sig. Y]: 12 (wants 1) (fos. 384-394)
[CYP, ?- Words of the Host, 104]

Quire XXXII is missing its first leaf, folio 383, which appears to have been cut and tom. It
is unusual in that the cut is made from the verso side and knife marks appear on the
preceding leaf. A miniature of the Yeoman probably appeared on folio 3S3v,
Quire XXXII contains The Canon's Yeoman's Tale and the Words of the Host.
The first leaf is missing; the Prologue ended abruptly at line 705 at the end of the previous
quire, so it seems likely that the last 14 lines of the Prologue appeared at the top of folio
383r. Likewise, the Canon's Yeoman's Talc begins abruptly on line 758 on folio 384r, so
it also seems likely that the first 38 lines of the Talc appeared on the verso of folio 383.
This would leave ample room for a miniature of the Yeoman on the bottom of 383r. Folio
383 was cut and tom from the codex, but it was cut from the verso side instead of the
recto, and cut marks which match the stub appear on the previous leaf, which was taped
back to its stub. This means the leaf was cut on the opposite side of the miniature, but
probably where there was an illuminated border. This could mean at least three things:
first, the mutilator was working in haste; or, secondly, the knife was getting dull, the
mutilator was getting tired and possibly changing hands, or even using both hands; or
thirdly, there was another mutilator. Also, illuminated borders extend farther into the gutter
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than the miniatures. Be that as it may, to make the stub match the cut on the neighboring
leaf the stub has to be pushed back slightly, indicating that the page was not held down
lightly when it was cut. There is also a cut mark on the next leaf which doesn't match the
stub. It is possible that there were two mutilators working with knives, each with different
habits. Combined with a possible mutilator who tore portions of leaves out, we would
have a total of three mutilators, all, apparently, after the decorations. Folios 384-393r
contain 38 lines on each side. On folio 393r The Canon's Yeoman's Tale ends intact on the
38th ruled line. A colophon appears at the top of folio 393v followed by an heading for the
Words of the Host, both in the scribal hand. A blue initial with a red pen flourish marks
the beginning of this passage. 32 lines of poetry appear on this page. On folio 394r the
link continues with 38 lines of poetry, and the last 34 lines of the link appear on the verso.
There are erasures and corrections on folios 384v, 385r and v, 388v, 39lr and v, and
394r. An erasure also appears on folio 393r, and there is an additional correction on folio
389r. The catchwords for Quire XXXIII appear on the lower right of folio 394v.

1
2
1st 2nd
395 395

3
4
5
3rd 4th 5th
397 398 399

6
7
6th 7th
400 401

8
7th
402

9
10
11
6th 5th 4th
403 404 405

12
3rd
406

13
2nd
407

14
1st
408

Quire XXXIII [sig. Z]: 14 (wants 5 ,6 , and 11) (fos. 395-408)
[MancT, 105- ParsT, 320]

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

75
Quire XXXIII is missing folios 399,400, and 405. Folio 399 may have contained the
figure o f the Parson although there is no evidence. The recto of the stub of folio 400
contains traces of a border, and the stub of folio 405 contains traces of a red pen flourish.
The miniature of the Manciple appears on folio 395r.
Quire XXXIII contains The Manciple's Tale and begins The Parson's Tale. The
quire begins with the miniature of the Manciple at the top of folio 395r, which also contains
an illuminated border and the first 20 lines of The Manciple's Tale. Folios 395v-398r
contain 38 lines of poetry on each side. The last seven lines of the Manciple's Talc appear
on the top of 398v. This is followed by an explicit for the Talc and heading for the Words
of Chaucer to the Host in the scribal hand. This in turn is followed by the first 24 lines of
the link. The link ends abmptly at this point, as folios 399 and 400 have been cut from the
codex; 401 was also cut and has been taped back to its stub. The Parson's Talc begins
abruptly with the words "men in ccrtcyn cas as for to goon pcraventurc, naked in
pilgrymage or barcfot" (104) on folio 40lr. It seems likely that the last 54 lines of the link
appeared on folio 399r and the top of folio 399v (16 lines) leaving sufficient space for a
miniature of the Parson. The beginning of The Parson’s Talc would have appeared on both
sides of folio 400; there are traces of a border, possibly illuminated on the recto of the stub.
The Parson's Tale continues to folio 404v, where it ends abruptly on line 225. Folio 405
is missing (there arc no knife marks on the leaves before or after this leaf). The Talc then
begins abruptly on line 251 on folio 406r. The missing 26 lines of prose most likely
appeared on folio 405. There is a small bit of a red pen flourish on the recto of the missing
stub. The Talc then continues to the end of the quire at folio 408v. Paragraph marks
appear on folios 397v, 398r and v, 401r-404v, and 406r-408v. Red highlights appear on
first letters on folios 397v, 398r and v, 401-404, and 406-408. Blue initials with red pen
flourishes appear on folios 398r, 402r and v, 40 6 ,407r and v, and 408v, An erasure
appears on folio 397, and erasures and corrections appear on folios 401 v, 402r, 404r, and
406r and v. The catchwords for Quire XXXIV appear on the lower right of folio 408v.
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1st
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2nd 3rd
4 1 0 411
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4th 5th
412 4 1 3
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6th 6th 5th
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11
12
2nd 1st
4 1 9 42 0

Quire XXXIV [sig. Aa]: 12 (wants 4 and 10) (fos. 409-420)
[ParsT, 320-586)

Quire XXXIV is missing folios 412 and 418. There arc traces of a border on the stub of
folio 412r, and folios 413,419, and 420 were cut and taped. The miniature of Envy and
Charity appears on folio 416r.
Quire XXXIV continues The Parson's Talc until it is interrupted abruptly on folio
411 v at line 385 (the end of the second part). Folio 412 was cut from the manuscript, and
knife marks and tape appear on folio 413. The Parson's Talc begins again on folio 413r at
line 404. It seems likely that the first 18 lines of prose appeared on folio 412; there are
small bits of a border of the recto indicating that there might have been an illuminated
border at the beginning of part three. The Talc then continues until it is interrupted at line
519 on folio 417. Folio 418 was cut from the manuscript; knife marks and tape appear on
folios 419 and 420, and knife marks appear on folio 421. The tale begins again at line 538
on folio 419. It again seems likely that the missing 19 lines of prose appeared on folio
418. The miniature of Envy and Charity appears on folio 416r and there arc some
marginalia, probably in a later hand, in the form of a woman in the lower left hand comer
of folio 413v. An illuminated initial and border appear on folio 416v. Red highlighted
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letters appear throughout the extant folios except for folio 420v, and paragraph marks
appear on folios 412r and v, 413, and 414 -418. Erasures and corrections appear on
folios 413v, 414v, and an erasure appears on folio 418. The catchwords for Quire XXXV
appear on the lower right of folio 420v.

1
1st
421

3
4
5
2
2nd 3rd 4th 5th
422 423 424 425

6
7
8
9
10 11
6th 6th 5th 4th 3rd 2nd
426 4 2 7 428 4 29 43 0
X

12
1st
X

Quire XXXV [sig. BbJ: 12 (wants 5, 8.9, 11 and 12) (fos. 421-430)
[ParsT. 586-7951

Quire XXXV has lost five leaves: folios 425, which has traces of decoration on the stub;
folio 428. which has traces of illuminated border on its stub; folio 429, which may not
have been cut in the same stroke as folio 428; and two leaves which apparently were blank,
for there is no break in the text. These leaves were in the 11 and 12 positions of the quire.
Folio 430 was cut and taped. A miniature of Sloth and Strength probably appeared on folio
425, and Avarice and Piety probably appeared on folio 428.
Quire XXXV continues The Parson’s Talc, While it is missing five leaves, only
the first three of these seem to have contained text. The Tale continues to folio 424v.
However, folio 425 is missing, and the tale resumes at line 688 of the prose. This means
that there was a loss of only 12 lines of prose text; most folios contain about 22 or more
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lines (prose lines are, of course, more difficult to determine than poetry). On the stub for
folio 425 there are bits of paint which suggest that these was a miniature of Sloth and
Strength to accompany this portion of the text. Folio 425 was cut from the codex and knife
marks and tape are apparent on folios 426 and 427. Likewise, folios 428 and 429 were
also cut from the manuscript (although the pattern on the stub would indicate that they were
not cut in the same motion), and folios 430 and 431 were cut and taped back to their stubs.
Here the Tale is interrupted at line 735 in the Remedium contra pcccatum Accidie. It seems
likely that the last three prose lines of this text appeared at the top of folio 428r. The Talc
begins again at line 774 on folio 430r, and the first 19 lines of Sequitur de Avaricia are lost.
It is probable that all of this missing text appeared on the previous folio. It is possible that
a miniature of Avarice and Piety was also on folio 428, as there are bits of an illuminated
border on the stub. After folio 430, in positions 11 and 12, there arc two stubs; however,
there is no break in or loss to the text between folios 430 and 431. It is possible that these
arc the canceled stubs of singletons, yet Parkes and Beadle suggest that they were full
leaves by stating that they were "possibly blank."34 Illuminated borders and initials appear
on folios 423v and 427v. Paragraph marks appear throughout the quire, and red
highlighted letters appear on all pages except for 42 lr and 427v. There is a crossout of a
repeated word on folio 427v.

34Parkcs and Beadle 9.
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1
1st
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4
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2nd 3rd 4th
432 433 434
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6
5th 6th
4 3 5 436

7
6th
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8
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9
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5th 4th 3rd 2nd
438 439 44 0 441
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1st
442

T

Quire XXXVI [sig. Cc]: 12 (fos. 431-442)
[ParsT. 795-I057J

In Quire XXX VI. the miniature of Gluttony and Abstinence appears on 432r and Lechery
and Chastity appear on folio 433r.
Quire XXXVI is intact and continues the Parson's Talc uninterrupted. The
miniature for Gluttony and Abstinence appears on folio 432r, and the miniature of Lechery
and Chastity appears on folio 433r. Illuminated borders and initials with red fill in appear
on these same two leafs as part of the miniatures. There arc blue initials and red pen
flourishes on folios 431 r. 432v, 436v, 438v, and 441 v. Paragraph marks appear on both
sides of all the leaves, and red highlights appear on all except folio 439r. The catchwords
for Quire XXXVII appear on the lower right of folio 442v.
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1st
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444 445 446
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4th
447
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8
3rd 2nd 1st
448 4 49 450

I
I

Quire XXXVII [sig. Dd]: 8 (wants 2) (fos. 443-450)
[ParsT, 1057- Legend o f Good Women, 461]

Quire XXXVII is missing folio 444 which was cut and tom. It may have been blank, or it
may have contained the Retraction. Legend o f Good Women begins on folio 445r. The
fact that this quire, coming between two major works, is comprised of only eight leaves,
certainly suggests that MS. Gg.4.27 was compiled over a period of time, perhaps as
exemplar became available. That is, it is possible that a short gathering was supplied to
finish The Canterbury Tales, because the producers of the manuscript were unsure of
what, if anything, would follow the Tales at that point in the production.
Quire XXXVII ends the Parson's Talc on the verso of its first leaf (443v). There
arc thirty lines of text followed by the words "Here takyt the maker of this bok his Icvc" in
the same hand as the text. This, in turn, is followed by the words, "Here folowet the
legend of good women" in the scvcniccnth-ccntury hand. The same hand has corrected
"folowet" with the addition of an "h" and an insert mark. Folio 444 has been cut and tom
out, and there is no evidence as to its contents on its stub. One might suppose that the
Retraction would have appeared here, if indeed MS. Gg.4.27 ever had the Retraction.
However, the Retraction would have taken only approximately two-thirds of the space on
the recto of this leaf. Beyond this, any suggestions about its contents is purely speculative
because The Legend o f Good Women begins in the same hand with line one, "A thouscnt
sythis have 1 herd men telle," at the top of folio 445r. Parkes and Beadle describe folio 444
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as "possibly blank."35 The "A" at the beginning of Legend is in the form of a blue initial
with red fill-in, and the text is bordered by a characteristic illuminated border. There are cut
marks on this leaf which might correspond with those of the preceding stub again
suggesting a different mutilator. On the verso of folio 445, line 19 was omitted but added
at the end. All leaves in this gathering are ruled for 38 lines; folios 443v and 447v do not
use all the lines. Folio 443v uses 30 to end The Canterbury Tales and 447v uses 35 lines to
begin the Legend o f Good Women. On all the extant leaves the first letter of each line has
been touched with red paint. The catchwords for Quire XXXVIII appear on the lower right
of folio 450v, though trimmed.

1
2
1st 2nd
4 5 1 452

3
4
3rd 4th
453 454

5
5th
455

6
7
6th 6th
456 457

8
9
10 11
5th 4th 3rd 2nd
458 459 460 461

12
1st
4 62

Quire XXXVIII [sig. Ec]: 12 (fos. 451-462)
[Legend, 462-1383]

Quire XXXVIII is intact, and Legend o f Good Women continues throughout. Rulings arc
for 38 lines and each page is filled with text except at natural breaks in the text. The
35Parkcs and Beadle 9.
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Prologue ends on folio 452r and is followed by the Legend of Cleopatra. This is
ornamented with a characteristic blue initial and a red pen flourish. The same is true of the
beginning of the Legend of Piramus and Thisbc on folio 454r, although tliis flourish has a
face next to the initial and the top of the flourish has been trimmed with the vellum. Also,
the heading was added by a later hand. The Legend of Dido begins on folio 456v, and
again there is a blue initial and red pen flourish; however, the initial has been
uncharacteristically smeared, though it is hard to determine when. If, however, this
occurred at the time of production, it may again suggest that The Legend o f Good Women
was copied some time after the completion of the Talcs. Once again, the heading was
added by the later hand. Finally, the Legend of Hypsipyle and Medea begins on folio
462v, the last leaf of the quire. It has the same characteristic blue initial and red pen
flourish as well as the heading. Erasures occur on folios 456r, 458v, and 460v; on folio
459r there is an erasure and correction and an erasure. Red highlighting on the first letter
of each line continues throughout the quire. However, it is interesting to note that it also
occurs on a few letters in the lines on folios 457v and 458r. There arc also several places
where the red paint has transferred to the facing page in the quire. The catchwords for
Quire XXXIX appear on the lower right of folio 462v.
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3rd 4th 5th 6th
465 466 467 4 68
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469 470 471
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Quire XXXIX {sig. Ffl:12 (wants 7) (Fos. 463-474)
fLegend, J384-2283]

Quire XXXIX has lost folio 469 which was cut and torn from the codex.
Quire XXXIX continues the Legend o f Good Women. Each leaf is ruled for 38
lines, and each is filled with text except for breaks between legends. The Legend of
Lucrccc begins on folio 466v with a characteristic blue initial and red pen flourish. Once
again the initial is smeared, and the heading was added by the later hand. Folio 469 is
missing and no evidence appears on its stub; it was cut and tom from the manuscript. The
Legend of Ariadne begins abruptly on folio 470r. It would seem likely that Lucrccc ended
on folio 469, and that Ariadne began there with a flourished initial. The Legend of
Philomcne begins on folio 474r with a blue initial and red pen flourish. There is a heading
in a later hand. Folio 474, the end of the quire, also has a hole in the vellum at the bottom
comer of the margin; on the verso, the scribe had to indent the last line about two spaces to
avoid this hole. Throughout the gathering, the first letter of each line is highlighted with
red paint. This highlighting also occurs on other letters within the lines on folios 463r and
v, 464r, 470r, 474v. Red paint has also transferred to facing leaves throughout. The
catchwords for Quire XL appear on the lower right of folio 474v.
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3rd 4th 5th
4 7 7 478 4 7 9

6th
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6th 5th
481 4 8 2

u

4th 3rd
4 83 4 8 4

2nd 1st
485 486

Quire XL {sig. Ggj: 12 (fos. 475-486)
[Legend, 2284- Parliament o f Fowls, 420]

Quire XL is intact; it ends Legend o f Good Women and begins Parliament o f Fowls. The
i -ling throughout is for 38 lines; these are filled except at natural breaks in the text. The
Legend of Phillis begins on folio 476v with a characteristic blue initial and red pen flourish.
The top of the flourish has been trimmed along with the vellum. The heading is in a later
hand. The Legend of Hypcrmcstra begins on folio 478v with a red flourish and an
animal's face near the first line. The heading is in a later hand. The Legend o f Good
Women ends on folio 480v. The later hand has added a heading with a face on it for the
Parliament o f Fowls. The Parliament o f Fowls actually begins on folio 481 r with an
illuminated border and a blue initial with red fill-in. Parliament is organized in stanzas of 7
lines; five stanzas appear on each page. As with all the leaves in this quire, the first letter of
each line is highlighted with red paint, and in many places this has been smudged onto a
facing leaf. Red highlighting on folio 481r has been smudged onto folio 480v in nine
places, yet none of the border paint has done this. Red highlighting also appears on other
letters on folios 475r, 476r and v, 477r, and 485r as well as on the heading for Parliament
on folio 480v. Erasures occur on folio 478r, and erasures and corrections appear on
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folios 476v, 482r, and 484v. There arc larger than normal holes in the vellum in the
margins of folios 485 and 486. This may suggest something of the importance of the text
to the scribes, or it may also suggest that the quality of available vellum had changed,
possibly after a lapse of time between sections. The catchwords for Quire XLI appear on
the lower right of folio 486v.

1 2
1st 2nd
487 488

3 4
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7
3rd 4th
4th 3rd 2nd
4 8 9 49 0 491 49 2 49 3

8
1st
X

Quire XLI [sig. Hh]: 8 (8 canc.) (fos 487-493)
[Parliament, 421- The Temple o f Glas, 226]

Quire XLI is missing leaf 8 between folios 493 and 494, but there is no apparent break in
the text, which is the Parliament o f Fowls. Therefore, the leaf must have been removed in
production, probably because it was spoiled.
Quire XLI ends The Parliament o f Fowls with five stanzas on a page and begins
John Lydgate's The Temple o f Glas. Parliament ends on folio 490v, and the scribe has
added a heading for The Temple o f Glas at the bottom of the ruling. Temple begins on
folio 4 9 lr with a blue initial with red fill-in and a red pen flourish, not an illuminated
border as is usual for such elaborate initials. Temple progresses at 38 lines to a page. Also
uncharacteristic is the red highlighting in this quire. The first letter of each line on folio
487r is highlighted. On folio 490v, the end of Parliament, the first letter of each line of the
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second stanza only is highlighted, as is the colophon and the heading for Temple. The
practice of highlighting the first letter of each line occurs again on folio 49 lr, the first page
of Temple, but not on the verso. The highlighting then occurs again on folio 492r and
continues to the end of the quire (indeed to the end of the manuscript). There are erasures
on folios 488r and 493v. The last leaf of this quire is missing and appears to be a
cancellation, as there is no loss of text and the foliation continues with folio 494. The
catchwords for Quire XLII appear on the lower right of folio 493v.
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Quire XLII (sig. li): 12 (fos. 494-505)
\Temple, 227-1123]

Quire XLII is intact. The Temple o f Glas continues at 38 lines per page or four or five
stanzas or a combination. The first letter of each line is highlighted, as well as letters on
folios 494r and v, 500r, 501 r, and 503v. Smudges on preceding pages occur throughout.
Erasures and corrections appear on folios 496v, 501v, and 502v. The first letter of the first
line on folio 505 contains a face. The catchwords for Quire XLIII appear on the lower
right of folio 505v.
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A
Quire XLIII [sig. Kk]: 12 (wants 8 and 12) (fos. 506-517)
[Temple, 1 124-Z /j compleyn, ?j

Quire XLIII is missing folios 513. which is in The Temple o f Glas and 517, which is at
the end of La compleyn, the end of the quire, and the end of the manuscript. Two scribes
worked in this gathering and are noted in the collation diagram as A and B. This illustrates
that both scribes worked on the 3rd sheet of vellum (folios 508 and 515); it is hard to
imagine that B was substituting for A or rccopying his work; instead, they seem to have
been working side by side.36
Quire XLIII ends The Temple o f Glas and contains the accompanying La
Compleyn. These arc laid out in 5 stanzas per page or 38 lines to a page. Red highlights
on the first letters of each line continue throughout the quire as well as smudges on facing
leaves. Scribe B begins on folio 508r and continues to folio 5 lOv. Scribe A resumes
from folios 51 lr to 512v. Folio 513 is missing. Scribe B has written folio 5 14r and v,
and scribe A finished out the manuscript.37 La Compleyn, which exists only in MS.
Gg.4.27 and in London, British Library, MS. Additional 16165, begins on folio 509v. La
Compleyn ends abruptly at line 254 on folio 512v. Folio 513 is missing, and there is no

36Parkcs and Beadle 44.
37Parkcs and Beadle 44.
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evidence as to its contents on the stub. La Compleyn resumes at line 331 on folio 5 14r. It
seems likely that the missing 76 lines once appeared on folio 513. La Compleyn ends
abruptly again at line 562 on folio 516v. Folio 517 is missing. It seems likely that the last
66 lines of La Compleyn appeared on this, the last folio of the quire and of the manuscript.
The original manuscript probably ended at this point; it is now followed by
seventeenth-century additions and materials supplied to complete losses as described in
Chapter One.

Conclusions about the Collation

In studying the collation, the first thing that becomes apparent about MS. Gg.4.27
is the basic consistency of its construction; from the initial stages of work, it may have been
intended to be a corpus of works of some sort, for there is no indication otherwise. MS.
Gg.4.27 is not a collection of booklets containing a variety of works bound into a single
volume; there was an overall plan of some sort. Its contents were copied consecutively so
that most works begin and end within the gatherings. Additionally, of the forty-three
quires which comprise the book, thirty-seven arc of 12 leaves each. There was even
attention paid to the quality of the vellum, for while it may not be of the thinnest or whitest
stock, it is relatively free of flaws; the two larger holes which did exist in its preparation
were stitched, probably during the stage in which the vellum was being stretched and
scraped (sec Quires XXIX and XXXI). It also seems obvious that there was a degree of
supervision of the scribes and artists. Although there arc many scribal errors, most of
these seem to have been corrected throughout in the scribal hand in a number of ways;38
cither the scribes or someone over them carefully proofread the work in progress.
Interestingly, the frequency of scribal errors seems to drop after the first few quires; this
may indicate one of three things: the main scribe was new and learning, or he was out of
38Parkcs and Beadle 62.
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practice, or he was testing the tolerance of his supervisor. Likewise, someone was
planning out the spaces of miniatures, illuminated borders, and initials. Based on my
observations, this work was probably not contracted out; instead, it seems more likely that
the work took place in a central location. This point should become more apparent in the
course of the description of the decorations and miniatures below.

Decorations and Miniatures

Cambridge, University Library, MS. Gg.4.27 is a good example of the illuminated
manuscript tradition. It contains a wide variety of initials and flourishes of different sizes
ranging from penwork to illuminated blocks and ivy borders. The miniatures themselves
tend to take a relatively large space on their folios (as compared to the Ellesmere
manuscript, for example) and arc painted in bright colors, including blue, green, red,
purple, orange, and yellow.
At first, these decorations may seem distorted and haphazard. There is, however, a
logic to most of the extant ornaments. The miniatures, for example, loosely fit the
medieval notion of pictorial narration or program, a common technique of English medieval
illumination going back as early as the twelfth century. The Hildeshcim, S. Godchard's
Church, St. Albans Psalter Manuscript, for example, contains forty-five full-pagc
miniatures depicting Biblical scenes from the Fall of Man through the Life of Christ, as
well as the lives of St. Martin and St. Alban.39 Also from the twelfth century is
Cambridge, Corpus Christi College Library, MS. 2, the Bury Bible, which was produced
at the Bury St. Edmunds Abbey Scriptorium. This mutilated manuscript still contains
miniatures which serve as frontispieces to six Old Testament Books.40 Bury St. Edmunds
39David Diringcr, The Illuminated Book: Its History and Production, 2nd. cd., rev.
Rcihold Rcgcnsberger (New York: Philosophical Library, 1967) 250.
40Diringcr 251.
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also produced New York, Pierpont Morgan Library, MS. M. 736, the Life, Passion and
Miracles o f St. Edmund in the twelfth century. MS. M. 736 contains thirty-two full-pagc
miniatures which depict such events as St. Edmund feeding the hungry or the battle with
the Danes.41 Closer to the period and texts of MS. Gg.4.27 arc the New York, New York
Public Library, Spencer Collection Manuscript (c. 1430) of an English translation of Ttw
Pilgrimage o f the Soul which contains twenty-six miniatures;42 Manchester, The John
Rylands Library, Engl. MS. 1 (c. 1420) of John Lydgate’s The Sege ofTroye, which
contains sixty-nine miniatures;43 and London. British Library, MS. Harley 2278 (c. 1433)
of Lydgate's Metrical Life o f St. Edmund which includes miniatures of King Henry VI
visiting the Bury St. Edmunds monastery in 1433 and of Lydgate presenting the book to
the King.44 Finally, among Chaucer manuscripts, there is the narrative of pilgrims and
horses presented in the Ellesmere manuscript, as well as the planned sequence of
miniatures in Cambridge, Corpus Christi College Library, MS. 61 (the Troilus manuscript
with the famous painting of Chaucer reading to what appears to be the court). The
miniatures for MS. 61 were never completed, leaving blank blocks in the manuscript
which suggest ninety more miniatures were planned.45
Unfortunately, the program of MS. Gg.4.27 is difficult to see today, given the
large number of missing figures. However, as demonstrated in the collation above, it
would appear that there is sufficient space between each of the talcs and links for the
missing figures just prior to his or her talc. The miniatures which survive arc The Reeve,
The Cook of London, The Wife of Bath, The Pardoner, The Monk, The Manciple, Invidia

4lMargarct Rickcrt, Painting in Britain: The Middle Ages, The Pelican History of
Art, 2nd cd. (London: Penguin Books, 1965) 80, and plates 65 and 66.
42Diringcr 285.
43Diringcr 285; this is but one of several Lydgate's Troy manuscripts containing
miniatures.
“^Rickcrt, Painting, 198, and plate 175a.
45M. B. Parkcs, "Palcographical Description and Commentary," Troilus and
Criscydc: A Facsimile o f Corpus Christi College MS. 61 (Cambridge: D. S. Brewer, Ltd.,
1978) 5-7; Rickcrt, Painting, 186, Rickcrt suggests this manuscript was produced at Bury
St. Edmunds as well.
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and Charity, Gluttony and Abstinence, and Lechery and Chastity. Despite the losses of all
the other miniatures, one of the magnificent features o f MS. Gg.4.27 is its focus on the
individual in each of the extant figures, which contributes to the narrative of the Canterbury
Tales. Each pilgrim and horse stands boldly at the beginning o f his or her talc, occupying
roughly a third of the page. Each pilgrim is also framed by a pen drawn border (a similar
border frames the pilgrims' names in the margins of the General Prologue). We do not
have to rely solely on the placement of these figures in the codex or their attributes to
determine who they are, for in many ways they match the descriptions in the poem. The
horses of the individual pilgrims even become an extension of this process. It should be
recalled that Chaucer’s descriptions of the pilgrims arc located in the General Prologue,
while the miniatures of the pilgrims appear at the opening of their respective tales and the
morality pairs appear within the text of the Parson's Tale. Any details in the illustrations
which match the description would seem to be the result of the artist(s) and /or supervisor
actively referring to those descriptions.
In the following description of the individual miniatures, passages quoted from the
Tales are from the manuscript itself with the folio number and Riverside line numbers from
the General Prologue in parentheses.
The figure of the Reeve fils tightly at the bottom of folio 185r. Indeed, a few lines
of the characteristic border may have been nipped when the vellum was trimmed, and the
Reeve's head pops up through the top of his border and into the red ink heading for his talc
(between the words "the" and "Revc"). The top of his horse's head and cars also breaks
the border. The border itself measures 12 cm wide by 9 cm high, while the figure
measures 9.5 cm wide by 10 cm high. The figure of the Reeve has light brown, cropped
hair which "was dokkyd as a pryst be fom" (139v, 1. 590), which seems to be of one color
of paint and fine pen strokes. His face is in three-quarter profile and has the red splotches
we might expect to find on a "colcrik man" (139v, I. 587). His eyebrows arc also dark
brown, though the left one converges with a red splotch. His eyes arc black, and the round
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nose is outlined in red. The lower lip is painted red, and his ear and a fold in his neck are
outlined in black (he is an older man). His hands are shaded reddish-brown and have long
slender fingers, and "Ful longe were hesc lcggis and ful lend Y lik a staf: there was no calf
y senc" (139v, 1. 591-2). It is important to note that Chaucer describes him as slender
with lean legs, but the long thin fingers arc a detail added by the artist.
The Reeve is wearing a blue cloak with a green lined hood which is rolled up
behind him. The folds of his cloak are done in black, red, and various shades of blue.
There is also green trim at the bottom of his cloak. His stockings arc red. The Reeve's
bools are brown and there is a pinkish brown spur on his right foot.
The horse is black and dark gray with brown, gray, and white in its tail and mane,
and it has a white snout, possibly from age. Its tail drops between the rear legs and wraps
around the right rear leg. There is longer white hair above the left rear hoof and a brown
spot above the right front which may indicate the type of horse. The horse’s eye is brown.
All the leather is light brown with white studs. The front part of the saddle is the same
brown color as the Reeve's hair. The bit is silver-white and the sword a dark gray. At first
it might be expected that the Reeve, who had laid up considerable wealth, and was "Ful
riche" ( 139v, 1. 609), would have a more noble horse, but as Chaucer describes, "This
revc sat up on a ful good stot |farm horse]/ That was a pomeli grey and hy3tc Skot" ( 140r.
1.615-16). In this regard the painting seems faithful to the description.
Unlike the Reeve, the Cook of London fits onto folio 193v very well. The figure
itself fits within the rulings for text (indicating quires were ruled well in advance, and that
the scribe allowed for the miniatures), and the border, which is the most elaborate of the
extant figures extends beyond the left and bottom margins about 1 to 1.5 cm. The border
measures 12 cm wide by 11.5 cm high; the Cook and his horse occupy a space about 9.7
cm wide and 10.5 cm high. The top of the Cook's hat peeps up above the border, but,
unlike the Reeve, it seems to be done for effect rather than to save space. Indeed, the break
in the border for the hat is clearly well planned. Hairs on the horse's tail arc painted over
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the border. It would seem likely that the figure is sketched and the border drawn, then the
figure is painted.
The Cook's hat is green with silver trim. His face is in three-quarter profile and is
composed of thin black lines and red shading. His black eyes seem a bit crossed. His lips
are red, and he has a black beard and mustache. There is an amused look on his face.
The Cook’s cloak is purple with black for the folds and white and shades o f purple
for the shading. The cloak has a fur collar, sleeve edges, and bits of fur at the bottom.
There seems to be ivy about his waist. His attribute is a meat hook which is sticking out
the rear of the cloak. The Cook has red stockings, black boots, and a brown spur. The
leather for the stimip is also visible and seems to cover the shin as though to protect the
ulcer there.
The horse is a medium light brown with black and white shading, and with dark
brown reins and brown bit. The brown saddle has a back to it and white studs. The Cook
is also carrying a whip with two lashes; there are rings on the wooden handle which seem
to indicate that the wood was turned on a lathe or carved. A gold bracelet is sticking out of
the right sleeve.
Chaucer's description of the Cook of London is limited to his cooking and tasting
abilities and the ulcer on his shin. Still, we might expect him to be a poor-looking fellow
with a small and unstately horse, as we sec in the manuscript.
The Wife of Bath, like the Reeve and the Cook of London, is at the bottom of the
leaf, 222r, but unlike them she is facing left instead of right. Her border basically fits
within the text rulings. The overall area measures 12 cm wide by 11 cm high, and the
miniature measures 9 cm wide by 10.3 cm high. There is also both a colophon for the
prologue as well as a heading for her talc. The heading has a face on the first initial. A line
from the border intersects with this face. Her hat and whip break through the border and
the hat actually touches the words "of Bathe" in the heading. Her hat is burgundy with
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folds and shadings, and it has. a light blue lining with blue lines. Her shoulders are covered
by similar pieces.
Her features are delicate, though not subtle -- black eyes with traces of red about
them, a button nose, red lips, and a red blush on her check, which matches Chaucer’s
description of "Bold was here face and fayr and red o f hewc" (137v, 1.485). A green
dress peers out from beneath the cloak at the neck and upper chest, and at the wrists. The
cloak is blue, but the folds and drapery do not look as complete as the previous figures.
Indeed, it seems comparatively incomplete. There are traces of gold on the right sleeve and
lower edges of the cloak -- these may be fiaking off. There is also a gold clasp or design at
the neck of the cloak. Her horse is brown and black with white hair marks, particularly in
the tail. The leather is all red with gold studs and rings and bit. She holds a small whip
which is similar to the Cook’s.
Just as interesting are the details which Chaucer give the Wife of Bath but which the
artist omitted: "Here hosyn wcryn of fyn skarlct rcs/Ful strcytc y teyede and schois ful
moystc and newe” (137v, 11. 246-7), "And on here fet a pcyrc of sporys scharpc" (138r, 1.
473), and, "a fot mental a boutc here hcpis large" ( 138r. 1.472). Her shoes, stockings,
spurs, and mantel arc all covered by her cloak in the painting. Nor do we get to sec her
smile: "Gat to{th}cd was schc sothly for to seyc" (137v, 1.468).
As with the Wife of Bath, the portrait of the Pardoner docs not entirely fit
Chaucer's description. The Pardoner faces right and sits at the top of folio 305r. He fits
within a border made up of lines at the right half of the top and the right side. The heading
forms the bottom part of the border. And an illuminated border forms the left and top left
half of the figure border. The overall area measures about 11 cm wide by 11 cm high, and
the figure measures 7.8 cm wide by 9.2 cm high. The Pardoner has a reddish-orange head
cover with brown shading as opposed to the long blond locks, which hang about his
shoulders in Chaucer's nine-line description (11. 675-683). Indeed, Chaucer goes to great
lengths to point out the hair when he states "Dischcvclc saf his cappc, he rod ul bare"
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(140v, 1.684). Still, the miniature matches the description in other ways. He has a darker
complexion than the other extant pilgrims. In three-quarter profile, he has simple black
eyes which "glarynge" ( 140v, 1. 684). He also has a simple nose and mouth. Delicate
white shading creates his face, for "No bcrd haddc he nc neve schulde have/ As smothe it
was as it were late schavc/1 trowe he were a gcldyng or a mare" ( 141r, 1.689-91). His
hands arc quite detailed, including palm lines in the left hand, and he holds what may be
interpreted as a pardon in his left hand. He is wearing a purple cloak with black folds and
white and purple shading and green leggings and black boots. The horse is brown with
black and white hair marks, and there is black leather with silver studs and bit. The
Pardoner wears a matching belt.
With his bag of relics and pardons, the Pardoner does quite well financially, for
"Up on a day he gat hym more moneyc/Than {th }e person gat in moncfthjis tweye”
(141 r, 11.701-704). Thus even his horse holds its head up high while exhibiting its fine
harness. There is a certain stateliness (almost to the point of parody) to this miniature
which sets it apart from the others. It is this sort of individuality which seems to come
from Chaucer’s descriptions that suggests an individualized treatment on the part o f the
artist(s).
The figure of the Monk fits tightly at the top of folio 352r. The top line border
touches the top of the leaf at one point. There is also a line border on the right hand side.
The overall area measures 13 cm wide by 10 cm high, and the figure measures about 8 cm
wide by 9 cm high. The heading is below, and the horse's hooves and legs drop below it.
Unique to this figure is a red highlight in the line border and heading, parts of which run
onto the horse, indicating that these were done last. The left side is framed by an
illuminated border for the page.
The Monk is facing left, but all wc can sec of his face is part of the nose, the
mouth, and his chin in profile. His eyes arc covered by a black, broad brimmed hat which
has a white highlighting. The hat would cover what Chaucer describes as "Hesc cycn stcpc
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and rollyge in hese hed" (134r, 1.201), and his bald head which "schon as any glas”
(134r,l. 198). The Monk's cloak and hood arc dark brown with black shading and folds.
There is a white cuff at the wrist. The hand has red shading. The cloak also hides the
excess weight of the monk; he is, after all, fat (II. 200 -206). There is a simple black boot
in the silver stirrup. The horse is brown with black and white hair marks - mostly black.
As Chaucer suggests, we find "his hors in gret estat" (134r, 1.203). The leather is black,
the bit a dark gold. The Monk has a dark tone and has an almost macho image, for he is "a
manly man" (133v, 1.168).
The folio containing the figure of the Manciple is perhaps the most lavish of the
surviving 454. The Manciple fits entirely within his border and faces right on folio 395r.
A line border forms the top and right sides. An illuminated border, which runs the full
leaf, forms the left border of the figure as well. The horse’s right rear foot rests on the line
which formed an outline for the illuminated initial. This initial and the first line of the talc
form the bottom border. The overall area measures 13 cm wide by 12 cm high, and the
figure measures about 11 cm by 11 cm. Parts of the heading arc over the illuminated
border, the horse's neck, and the line border. The illuminated border was painted over bits
of the tail.
The figure of the Manciple is quite personalized. He has an individualized face in
profile and delicate, slender fingers. He is wearing a blue tunic which falls in graceful,
relaxed folds; there is some feathering on its edges. In contrast, he has a green belt, green
boots, and a green hat. The curve of the hat leads naturally to the line of his right arm.
Here the drapery of his tunic is busier and draws attention to the gourd in his right hand, as
he is on a horse, this arm and attribute become the center focal point of the illustration. The
horse fills the space within the ornamented frame and rigid stem border. It is a large horse,
well groomed and mannered, and it has an ornamented bridle and saddle. There is, overall,
a sense of weight and importance about this figure, but with a sense of satire as well.
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We must remember that the Manciple was a steward in charge of buying the food.
He has, in fact, managed to reap some profits for himself. In short, he has money and
power, and this illustration supports that narrative. Of the surviving figures of the pilgrims
(The Wife of Bath, The Reeve, The Pardoner, The Cook, The Monk, and The Manciple),
the Manciple’s horse is the largest and best outfitted. And, as the Manciple is the last o f the
surviving figures in the manuscript, one could suppose that there was some overall plan or
scheme from the start of production for this type of individualization. This further suggests
that the artist(s) or his supervisor or both were aware of the descriptions in the General
Prologue, but also took some liberties, particularly with the head gear. A more detailed
discussion of aesthetics and reception of the miniatures appears in Chapter Five.
The Virtues and Vices which appear in the Parson's Talc arc a different matter
altogether from the miniatures of the pilgrims. First, of course, there is no description of
them in the General Prologue, and, second, there is some tradition of depicting these
figures. For example, according to Parkes and Beadle, the "Vices derive from recognizable
sequences of such figures in iconographical tradition."46 Margaret Rickcrt also notes the
medieval iconography of the miniatures.47 Rickcrt notes that the tradition of representing
the Vices on symbolic animals can be found in works such as Gower's Mirourde I'Omme
and in the Assembly o f the G ods48 In a broader sense, however, this representation could
include a number of things. Adolf Katzcnclienbogcn notes, for example, "Individual
virtues and vices as well as complete systems of them were symbolized as certain people,
animals, plants or objects, the structure or essential character of which had gained moral
significance."49 This is significant for MS. Gg.4.27, because Katzcnclienbogcn further
argues that animals can embody the virtue or vice, not merely serve as an attribute.50 In
46Parkcs and Beadle 59.
47Rickcrt, "Illumination," 594.
48Rickcrt, "Illumination," 594.
49Adolf Katzcnclienbogcn, Allegories o f the Virtues and Vices in Medieval Art:
From Early Chistian Times to the Thirteenth Century (New York: W. W. Norton &
Company, Inc., 1964) 57.
50Katzenellcnbogen 60-61.
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this light. MS. Gg.4.27's representation of the virtues and vices as a combination of the
animals with human forms suggests another level of treatment for the text. This may also
be true of the plan of the illustrations themselves, particularly the figure of Lechery (a
female seated on a goat). Parkes and Beadle note that the figure o f Lechery can be found in
tapestries, misericords, and wall paintings, though it is rare in English manuscript art.51
Indeed, MS. Gg.4.27 is contemporary to the earliest datable miniature of Lechery, that
which is found in Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Douce 104 (1427) of Piers Plowman 52
It is also important to note, that despite the tradition of such representations. MS.
Gg.4.27's is unique to Chaucer manuscripts. This is not particularly surprising, for, as
Rickcrt notes, there is "nothing in the Chaucerian text to suggest these symbolic figures..
. ,"53 Still, this points to the significance of the text for the producers of this book. Parkes
and Beadle note that there arc two levels of conflation in these miniatures; on one level is
the pilgrims and the morality pairs; on another level is the virtues with the vices themselves,
for the proportions within each pair differ slightly.54 Likewise, there is a greater sense of
space for the morality pairs than there is with the pilgrims, partly because there is no
border. But there is also a vertical as opposed to horizontal presentation of the images,
giving them a narrow shape. This is not to say, however, that the miniatures lack
consistency.
Envy and Charity, which appear on folio 416r, do show the same attention to detail
found in the pilgrims. The overall area measures 13.5 cm wide by 11 cm high; Envy is
about 8cm wide and 8.5 cm high, and Charity is 2.4 cm wide and 10.1 cm high. Envy is
depicted as a male figure riding on the back of a wolf with its leash in his right hand. He is
feeding it a bone with his left hand. Charity is a woman in a fine gown and robe (there is
great attention paid to the drapery here). She holds a scepter and flaming heart and wears a

5'Parkes and Beadle 59.
52Parkcs and Beadle 59.
53Rickcrt, "Illumination," 594.
54Parkcs and Beadle 59.
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crown. In ihe margin, near the gutter, there is a drawing of another woman with a crown
which appears to be unfinished. These figures are consistent with the Parson's Talc and
the general definitions of Envy and Charity.
Gluttony and Abstinence appear on folio 432R. The overall area measures 11.5 cm
wide by 9 cm high; Gluttony is 5.5 cm wide and 7.2 cm high, and Abstinence is 3 cm
wide and 7 cm high. Gluttony is a male seated on a bear. He holds a bird in his right hand
which is feeding on the entrails of another animal in his left hand. The face on this figure is
one of the clearest in the manuscript. Abstinence is a woman in robes and a crown. She
holds a simple flower and a small pitcher in her hands. Again these figures seem consistent
with their text and definition.
Lechery and Chastity appear on folio 433r. The overall area measures 11.4 cm
wide by 9.5 cm high; Lechery is 6.2 cm wide and 7.4 cm high, and Chastity is 4 cm wide
and 9 cm high. Unlike Gluttony and Envy, Lechery is a woman who is seated on a goat,
her left hand holding one of the horns. A small bird is perched on the index finger of her
right hand and a gold chain and locket hang from her wrist. Chastity is again a crowned
woman who holds a spear with a cross head piece in her right hands. The spear has run
through a dragon at her feet.
In addition to the miniatures of the pilgrims and morality pairs, MS. Gg.4.27
contains a number of illuminated borders and initials and pen flourishes. The ivy stem and
leaf borders found in MS. Gg.4.27 arc only fair representations of the ivy border style in
England in the fourteenth century.55 The ivy borders o f MS. Gg.4.27 do match their
counterparts, but their style seems to be more conservative and to lack the flow of typical
ivies.56 Indeed, they appear rigid. This indicates that the illuminator was not entirely
familiar with the technique, thus suggesting a foreign copy or influence.57

55Parkcs and Beadle 60; Rickcrt, "Illumination," 604; Manly and Rickcrt 175.
56Parkcs and Beadle 60.
57Manly and Rickcrt suggest the possibility of a Dutch influence in the borders,
175.
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The illuminated borders and initials are typically blue initials with red and gold
filling, which in turn becomes a rigid border with rigid comer pieces. The comer pieces
then present rigid branches with sparse leaves. It is particularly interesting to note that gold
initials arc used in Chaucer's Tales. All told, there are 24 extant illuminated borders and
initials. There are also 44 simpler blue initials with red pen flourishes which sometimes
use animal heads and human faces. There arc also traces of 14 other borders, which may
or may not have been illuminated, on the stubs.
Parkes and Beadle suggest another manuscript with similar illustrations.
Specifically, they note that the "facial types of the Vices and Virtues arc vaguely
reminiscent of those in London, British Library, MS Harley 2278," which is a copy of
Lydgate's "Lives of St. Edmund and St. Frcmund" generally believed to have been
produced at Bury St Edmunds.58 They also note a similarity to marginalia in "an East
Anglian copy of the South English Legendary, Oxford, Bodleian Libraty, MS. Tanner 17 .
"59

Some scholars have noted a difference in styles among the various illustrations and
decorations. Parkes and Beadle, for example, note: "The illustrations on the one hand and
the borders on the other exhibit contrasting styles, different levels of sophistication, and
differences of quality."60 They also note differences between the flourishes and borders
which present yet another clement of conflation.61
Margaret Rickcrt also saw discrepancies in the art, but in a different vein. She saw
two illuminators at work on the illuminated borders themselves. She also believed that the
figures were by two artists: the first having done the Reeve, Cook, Wife of Bath, and the
Pardoner, the second having done the Monk, Manciple, and the morality pairs.62 Rickcrt

5HParkcs and Beadle 60; this is the same manuscript discussed in the introduction to
this section above.
59Parkcs and Beadle 60.
^Parkes and Beadle 58.
61Parkes and Beadle 58.
62Rickcrt, "Illumination," 574-575, 597.
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bases her theory on the differences in the faces and the horses. Parkes and Beadle also see
at least two artists, but, based on the style and quality of the Manciple, they suggest it is by
a different artist from the one who drew the Virtues and Vices.63 Without elaborating
further, they merely state that there was probably more than one artist involved in MS.
Gg.4.27's production.64
This does seem to be the best point of consensus. First, there was more than one
person involved in the illustrations and decorations. Secondly, it may be possible that one
of the artists was an amateur or apprentice. M. Rickcrt calls the work amateurish and
suggests that one of the artists was attempting to follow "a style which he has merely
seen."65 Additionally, Parkes and Beadle suggest that, in addition to the levels of
conflation found in the miniatures, a similar situation appears in the discrepancies found in
the overall decoration. "These discrepancies suggest that those procedures which belong to
the ’finishing’ stage [that is illumination and decoration) of the production of this book
were completed by a process of assembly and conflation."66 There is, indeed, a sense of
this process throughout the book in the gatherings as well, particularly where the
Canterbury Tales ends and the Legend o f Good Women begins on a gathering of eight, and
where the Parliament o f Fowls ends and the Temple o f Glas begins on another gathering of
eight (sec Quires XXXVII and XLI in the Collation Section).67

The Production of MS. Gg.4.27
There has been a history of viewing Cambridge, University Library, MS. Gg.4.27 as a
production of one East Anglian scribe with a strange orthography and a Flemish illuminator
with peculiar ideas of what a horse looks like. Manly and Rickcrt state that there is "one
63Parkcs and Beadle 59-60.
MParkcs and Beadle 59.
65Rickcrt, "Illumination," 602 and 599.
66Parkes and Beadle 58.
67Parkes and Beadle 10; Seymour 117.
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formal book hand (in CT), variable in size" and that it possesses "strange spellings" and
other evidence which suggests "that the scribe did not understand well what he was
copying" and may have had a knowledge of Dutch and Flemish forms.68 Similarly, B. A.
Windcatt states that "few scribes arc as incompetently casual" as MS. Gg.4.27's is in Book
V, line 994 of Troilus.69 Parkes and Beadle take a somewhat different view of the primary
scribe. After an exhaustive study of Scribe A's orthography and habits, they suggest,
given his use of an East Anglian Dialect, that "Scribe A was a reasonably careful and
conscientious copyist, and it would seem that he understood what he was copying."70
Parkes and Beadle identify Scribe A's hand in MS. Gg.4.27 as mixed; it is
"Anglicana formata in aspect, but with forms mid features derived from different scripts.”71
Most notably, there is an "influence of Bastard Secretary."72 MS. Gg.4.27’s Scribe A
also wrote the first fifty-six folios of Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. c Musaco 116, a
portion of which includes Chaucer's Astrolabe (folios 1-6), also in the mixed hand.73
Scribe B, who wrote on folios 508r-510v and 514r and v (sec Quire XXXXIII in the
collation section above), also employed Anglicana formata with "Secretary s forms."74
The artwork in MS. Gg.4.27 also corresponds to East Anglian illuminations of the
first half of the fourteenth century which were characterized by ivy borders and initial
68ManIy and Rickcrt 173, 177, 180; sec also Robert A. Caldwell, "The Scribe of
the Chaucer MS., Cambridge University Library Gg.4.27," Modem Language Quarterly 5
(1944) 33-44.
WB. A. Windcatt, "The Scribes as Chaucer's Early Critics," Studies in the Age o f
Chaucer 1(1979) 139; MS. Gg.4.27's reading is "This is word I now for 30W suffiscn it
nou3t;" in Riverside, "This word to yow ynough suffiscn oughtc.
70Parkes and Beadle 54.
71Parkes and Beadle 44.
72Parkcs and Beadle 44, sec folio 26v for example; Seymour agrees with this
mixture, "Notes," 117; see also Bernard Bischoff, Latin Paleography: Antiquity & the
Middle Ages, Trans. Daibhi O. Crdinfn and David Ganz (Cambridge: Cambridge UP,
1990)142.
73Norman Blake, The Textual Tradition o f the Canterbury Talcs (Baltimore:
Edward Arnold, 1985) 76; Blake suggests that this scribe's supervisor may have had an
interest in Chaucer; Parkes and Beadle 44; sec also M. C. Seymour, "An East Anglian
Scribe," Medium /Evunt 37 (1968) 166-173, on the slight possibility that Scribe A also
served as Margery Kcmpc's first scribe.
74Parkes and Beadle 44; sec also M. B. Parkes, English Cursive Book Hands,
1250-1500 (Oxford, 1969) xxiii.
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decoration with animal and human features.75 Additionally, Margaret Rickcrt suggests the
possibility o f a Dutch Influence in MS. Gg.4.27:
. . . it may be remarked as pertinent that the survival of early motifs with
conventional markings, such as in Gg's decoration, occurs also in Dutch MSS,
combined, as in Gg, with fully shaded forms. The figure painting in Gg is based
on a modeling technique, crude and in many cases misunderstood, but
unmistakable in principle. A similar ambitious but imperfect modeling technique is
responsible for the rough work often found in Dutch MSS. [Also, th e ]. . .mauve
color such as it is used for the Cook’s gown in Gg is very commonly found in
Dutch MSS and is rare in late English ones 76
The evidence taken together suggests MS. Gg.4.27's production may have taken place in
an East Anglian scriptorium, possibly under Dutch influence. Finally, Parkes and Beadle
note that the "surviving borders suggest provincial w ork

’,77

This being the case, it seems likely that MS. Gg.4.27 was a deluxe manuscript
produced, at least in part, through conflation in several respects. It is possible, that the first
quire existed, at least briefly, as a separate booklet; however, it would seem that the
gatherings containing Troilus and the Tales were copied consecutively. The Parson's Tale
was completed on a gathering of eight leaves (most gatherings are of twelve) thus
suggesting no other exemplars were available when the Tales were completed.78 Then,
sometime later, The Legend o f Good Women and the Parliament o f Fowls were added to
the growing codex. Likewise, The Parliament o f Fowls was completed on a gathering of
eight leaves, once again suggesting a break in the copying.79 It is possible, though not
certain, that the supervisor or patron was waiting for another work by Chaucer, but at some
point after this it was decided to add The Temple o f Glas to the book, and it is in the last
gathering we find a second scribe. Therefore, at least two scribes were present during at
least part of the lengthy production of MS. Gg.4.27 which included not only copying, of
course, but also laying out the texts and artwork. Additionally, not only were there at least
75Diringcr, 280-283; Parkes and Beadle 58-60; Seymour, "Notes,” 117.
76Rickcrt, "Illustrations," 603-604.
77Parkcs and Beadle 60.
78Parkcs and Beadle 10.
79Parkes and Beadle 10-11.
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three (if we accept that there were breaks in production) or more exemplars to obtain, but
models for the illustrations had to be gathered, which in itself appears to have been
achieved through extensive conflation because of the variations among the miniatures and
the decorations. This evidence suggests MS. Gg.4.27 was produced in an organized
scriptorium or workshop. If this is true, then the production of this manuscript can no
longer be viewed as simply a patron hiring a scribe to make sense of some exemplars.
Instead, this was a carefully planned production. And, while there may have been no plans
for the final shape of the manuscript, it seems likely that collecting works by Chaucer was
the focal point.

Date of Production

Determining a specific dating for the production of MS. Gg.4.27 is exceedingly difficult.
There simply is no definitive evidence by which to date it more narrowly than the first
quarter of the fifteenth century, as suggested by Parkes and Beadle.80 Beyond dating the
hand and decorations, as Parkes and Beadle have attempted to do, the only other datable
aspects arc the dating of The Temple o f Glas, which is itself hotly debated (it has been
dated as early as 1403, sec Chapter Four) and the acquisition of the manuscript by Joseph
Holland in about 1600, which docs not serve our present purposes. The evidence in the
manuscript itself is also far from conclusive. Margaret Rickcrt argued for a dating after
1420 based on her interpretation of the figures.81 This in turn allowed Manly and Rickcrt
to argue for a dating of 1420*1440 which would support their theory that MS. Gg.4.27
was produced for Jacqueline of Hainault.82 Parkes and Beadle suggest a fallacy in this
argument. The collective argument of Manly and the Rickcrts suggesting that a foreign
80Parkcs and Beadle 6-7; Seymour suggests c. 1420; "Notes," 117.
8lRickcrt, "Illustrations." 603.
82Manly and Rickcrt 173,180-182.
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scribe produced the manuscript for Jacqueline of Hainault or that it was produced for her
thus indicating the use of a foreign scribe "seems to us to involve circular argument."83
Furthermore, Margaret Rickert "was clearly influenced by Manly and Rickert’s hypothesis
about the manuscript."84 Parkes and Beadle assert that elements of Bastard Secretary and
features of the scribal colophons date to the first quarter of the fifteenth century85 and that
the calligraphy of the hand recalls that of New York, Picrpont Morgan Library, MS. M 817
which has been dated at before 1413.86 They also note that the scribe’s Secretary parallels
that found in headings in Cambridge, University Library, Ely Diocesan Records G.1.3
which contain Ordinations for 1412-1419.87 Their final word on the dating, based on their
observations, is as follows:
All the evidence combines, therefore, to indicate that Gg.4.27
was copied sometime in the first quarter of the fifteenth century, and most
probably in the second half of that quarter .88
Compared to Manly and Rickert’s dating of 1420-1440, this dating of MS. Gg.4.27 places
it on very different terms in its relationship with other early Chaucer Manuscripts. Not
only is it closer to the dates of Ellesmere (1400-1410)89 and Hcngwrt (c. 1400),90 but, like
these manuscripts, it is closer to the time of Chaucer’s death, at which point we assume his
literary manuscripts first began to be arranged and edited by others.

83Parkes and Beadle 90n; Manly and Rickcrt 180-182.
84Parkcs and Beadle 13n.
85Parkcs and Beadle 6-7; sec also Parkes, plate 14 (i).
86Parkcs and Beadle 7.
87Parkcs and Beadle 7.
88Parkcs and Beadle 7.
89Manly and Rickcrt 148.
^ A . I. Doyle and M. B. Parkes, "Palcographical Introduction,” The Canterbury
Tales: Geoffrey Chacuer: A Facsimile and Transcription o f the Hcngwrt Manuscript, With
Variants From the Ellesmere Manuscript, A Variorum Edition of the Works of Geoffrey
Chaucer 1 (Norman: U of Oklahoma P, 1979) xx.
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Cha pter n i
A Re -E v a l u a t io n o f M S. Gg.4.27

To understand the production and context of Cambridge. University Library, MS.
Gg.4.27. it is necessary to explore the relationship of this manuscript with other, early
Chaucer manuscripts and to collect a body of evidence about early manuscript witnesses of
Chaucer’s poetry. This is accomplished in part by considering the physical characteristics
of the early manuscripts from the perspective of MS. Gg.4.27. This approach is important
to our understanding of MS. Gg.4.27, for, as far as we know, Chaucer never "published"
his works; that is, he does not seem to have made them widely known in manuscript form
during his lifetime.1 This chapter will provide an historical background for MS. Gg.4.27,
by way of a survey of London, British Library, MS. Harley 7334; Aberystwyth, National
Library of Wales, Pcniarth MS. 392 (Hengwrt); Cambridge, University Library, MS.
Dd.4.24; and San Marino, The Huntington Library, MS. 26.C.9 (Ellesmere) which contain
early copies of the Canterbury Tales; and New York, Picrpont Morgan Library, MS. M.
817 and Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, MS. 61 which contain early copies of Troilus
and Criseyde, as well as other relevant manuscripts. This approach will demonstrate the
need for considering manuscripts on their own terms rather than prioritizing one over the
other. Each manuscript offers a unique perspective of the fifteenth century and of Chaucer;

'As this chapter demonstrates, few if any of the extant manuscripts of Chaucer's
works can be dated to his lifetime; sec V. J. Scattcrgood, "Literary Culture at the Court of
Richard II," English Court Culture in the Later Middle Ages, cd. V. J. Scattcrgood and J.
W. Sherborne (London: Gerald Duckworth & Co., Ltd., 1983) and F. R. H. Du Boulay,
"The Historical Chaucer," Geoffrey Chaucer, cd. Derek Brewer (Ohio UP, 1975).
106
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therefore, each is an important key to our understanding of the period and the poet's
reception.
Although this chapter focuses primarily on the early manuscripts of the Canterbury
Tales and Troilus and Criseyde, some mention should be made about the short poems,
Parliament o f Fowls, and The Legend o f Good Women (MS. Gg.4.27’s relationship to
other manuscripts containing Lydgate's the Temple o f Glas and La compleyn will be
explored in Chapter Four).
The first three works in MS. Gg.4.27 are Chaucer’s “An ABC," “Lenvoy de
Chaucer a Scogan," and "Balade de Bon Conseyl." These are followed by two minor,
non-Chauccrian poems ("The Birds' Praise of Love" and “De amico ad amicam;
Responsio"2); all five arc contained in the first gathering. “An A BC ' is Chaucer's only
religious lyric poem and is generally associated with his longer courtly complaints; thus,
from our modem perspective, it is out of place with the other two short poems. Also
known as "La pricrc de Nostrc Dame," “An ABC" is a "close but skillful" translation of a
prayer from Guillaume de Dcguillevillc's Pelerinage de la vie humaine} This popular
allegorical poem was later translated by Lydgate who may have left a space for Chaucer's
translation of the Prayer; this space appears in two manuscripts though Chaucer's poem
was never inserted.4 Each of the stanzas in "An ABC” not only addresses the Virgin, but
also sequentially begins with a different letter of the alphabet. The poem also employs legal
terminology "as the speaker, almost as if in a court of law, begs the Virgin to intercede on

2C. Brown and R. H. Robbins, cds.. Index o f Middle English Verse (New York,
1943) 1506 (The Birds' Praise of Love); 16 (De amico ad amicam); and 19 (Responsio).
2Laila Z. Gross, "The Short Poems," The Riverside Chaucer, Larry D. Benson,
Gen. cd., 3rd cd. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1987) 633; sec also Roscmund
Tuvc, Seasons and Months (1933); Ralph A. Klinefelter, "Chaucer's 'An ABC,' 25-32,"
Explicator 24 (1965) Item 5; P. M. Kean, Chaucer and the Making o f English Poetry, 2
vols. (London: Routlcdgc and Kcgan Paul, 1972); George B. Pace, "The Adorned Initials
of Chaucer's ABC." Manuscripta 23 (1979) 88-98.
4Scribes inserted An ABC into six manuscripts containing translations of
Pelerinage, thus suggesting a similar plan for Lydgate's translation; sec Derek Pearsall, The
Life o f Geoffrey Chaucer (Oxford: Blackwell, 1992) 83.
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his behalf."5 “An ABC" is found in fifteen other extant manuscripts including Oxford,
Bodleian Library, Fairfax 16 (probably from the second quarter o f the fifteenth century);
and Cambridge. Magadalene College, Pepys 2006 (probably late fifteenth century). This
number of manuscripts would suggest that the poem was popular throughout the fifteenth
century. MS. Gg.4.27 is probably the earliest of these manuscripts, and its “An ABC” has
been called the "genuine" version (most notably by Paul G, Ruggiers).6
“Lcnvoy de Chaucer a Scogan," a ballade on the subjects of literature and love, is
believed to be addressed to Henry Scogan (13617-1407), a member of Richard H's court
and Chaucer's own audience, because he quotes Gcntilesse in some o f his own writings.7
Lcnvoy is preserved in only 3 manuscripts: MS. Gg.4.27, and the Fairfax 16 and Pepys
2006 manuscripts mentioned under “An ABC above.”
“The Baladc de Bon Conseyl" survives in 24 manuscripts under many variations on
this title, which may come from the MS. Gg.4.27's rubric, and it is also known as
"Truth," for it encourages the reader to seek after the truth for "trouthc thee shal dclivcrc."
"Although its counsel is for Everyman, the advice is especially appropriate to the man of
affairs or statesman, that is to say, a man engaged very much like Chaucer himself in public
life.”8 This topic appears to have been popular as indicated by the number of manuscripts
in which the poem has survived. Two early fifteenth century manuscripts containing “Bon
Conseyl” in addition to MS. Gg.4.27 arc London, British Library, Additional 10340 and
London, British Library, Cotton Cleopatra D.VII. MS. Gg.4.27's version, however,
docs not contain the seven-line envoy.
The first gathering of MS. Gg.4.27 is arranged in the following manner:

5Gross 633.
6 Paul G. Ruggiers, Editing Chaucer: The Great Tradition (Norman: Pilgrim
Books, 1984) 4-5.
7Gcorgc B. Pace and Alfred David cds., The Minor Poems: Geoffrey Chaucer. A
Variorum Edition o f the Works o f Geoffrey Chaucer, vol. 5. (Norman: U of Oklahoma P,
1982) 149.
8Pace and David 49.
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An ABC
Lcnvoy de Chaucer a Scogan
Truth (Balndc de Bon Conseyl)
The Birds' praise of Love
De Amico aad amicam; Responsio

folios 5-7v9
Quire I
folios 7v-8v
folio 8v
folios 8v-1Ov
folios 10v-l lv 10

It is possible that this gathering once existed as a booklet; however, there is no evidence to
support that, as folios 1 and 12 which might show signs of wear, have been lost due to the
mutilations. It is significant that these shorter poems are collected in a single gathering as
opposed to being dispersed throughout the codex, but whether they were copied prior to,
during, or after the rest of the manuscript may be impossible to establish.
Following the short poems in MS. Gg.4.27 are Troilus and Criseyde (Quires IIXI) and the Canterbury Tales (Quires XI-XXXVII) (sec below); these arc then followed
by The Legend o f Good Women (Quires XXXVII-XL) and the Parliament o f Fowls
(Quires XL-XLII). MS. Gg.4.27’s The Legend o f Good Women has attracted a great deal
of interest because it contains a unique Prologue considered by many scholars to be
Chaucer's revision. The matter of which version is the revision was addressed by John
Livingston Lowes in two articles published in the PMLA in 1904 and 1905; his
conclusion that the MS. Gg.4.27 Prologue was the revision has been generally accepted by
most scholars and editors ever since.11 There are, however, those who disagree: "The
differences between the two texts of the Prologue in 139/127-149/135 were clearly not
produced by revision. Whether revision has anything to do with the differences in the rest

9Folios 1-4 arc missing.
,0Fo!io 12 is missing.
1'See John Livingston Lowes, "The Prologue to the Legend o f Good Women as
Related to the French Marguerite Poems, and the Filostrato," PMIA 19 (1904); 593-683,
"The Prologue to the Legend o f Good Women considered in its Chronological Relations,"
PMLA 20 (1905): 749-864; Pearsall 192n; Norman F. Blake, The Textual Tradition o f
The Canterbury Talcs (London: Edward Arnold, 1985). For details on the argument sec
M. C. E. Shancr and A. S. G. Edwards, "Explanatory Notes to The Legend o f Good
Women," The Riverside Chaucer, Larry D. Benson, Gen. cd., 3rd cd. (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1987) 1060.
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of the passage seems not finally determinable."12 Kane's argument, right or wrong,
points to the problem of whether cither version of the texts was a revision in the first place.
We may also ask if one version is indeed a revision, how can we be sure it was Chaucer's?
Indeed, Norman Blake suggests the revision was made by MS. Gg.4.27's Producers.13
MS. Gg.4.27’s version, after all, stands against 11 other manuscripts. As with the short
poems An ABC and Scogan, Legend also appears in the Fairfax 16 and Pepys 2006
manuscripts, establishing a pattern of sorts; it can also be found in Oxford. Bodleian
Library. Bodley 638; Oxford, Bodleian Library, Arch. Sclden B.24; Oxford. Bodleian
Library, Tanner 346; and Cambridge, University Library, MS. Ff.1.6. Interestingly
enough, all seven of these, including MS. Gg.4.27, contain The Parliament o f Fowls as
well (there are a total of fourteen Parliament manuscripts); once again. MS. Gg.4.27 is one
o f the earliest versions of these two poems.
Like MS. Gg.4.27's Legend, its Parliament o f Fowls has an additional text not
found elsewhere; " . . . the Parliament of Fowls has a roundel (680-92) at the end which is
preserved in its complctcst form only in MS. Gg.4.27, though there it is written in a
different and later fifteenth-century hand"14 It would seem that MS. Gg.4.27 provides
unique readings in several cases, yet its collection of these shorter poems is relatively
common in the extant manuscripts.

12Gcorge Kane, "The Text of The Legend o f Good Women in CUL MS.
Gg.4.27." Chaucer and Langland: Historical and Textual Approaches (Berkeley and Los
Angeles: U of California P, 1989) 175
l3Blakc 186.
,4Blakc 185.
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Two Early Manuscripts of Troilus and Criseyde
New York, Pierpont Morgan Library. MS. M. 817
The Morgan 817 manuscript of Troilus and Criseyde is the earliest Troilus manuscript that
can be dated with any certainty. As the manuscript bears the coat of arms of the Prince of
Wales on folio 2r, and as it belonged to and was possibly produced for the future King
Henry V, it seems most likely that the manuscript was produced between about 1399 and
1413.15
Also known as the Campsali Manuscript because it was once owned by Richard
Frank of Campsali,16 MS. M. 817 originally contained only the Troilus (later, minor
additions and marginalia appear throughout), and was copied by one scribe on thin vellum
which has been characterized as being of a "decidedly second-class nature."n Even in the
facsimile it is possible to sec how thin and at times wrinkled the leaves arc; there arc also
paint smears, stains, wormholes, holes which probably occurred in stretching the vellum
(as in MS. Gg.4.27), and the "first text folio is badly worn, as though it had been the outer
leaf of an unbound manuscript for some time"18 (see under Hcngwrt below for a similar
case of an unbound, early Chaucer manuscript).
According to Krochalis, MS, M. 817's scribe is generally assumed to have been a
professional, even though this hand has yet to be identified in any other manuscript; the
hand also exhibits an early example of the use of highly decorative ascenders in the top
lines and rubrics.19 However, Parkes and Beadle correctly observe of scribe A in MS.
Gg.4.27 that the "calligraphy of some of the displayed top lines. . . recalls the
l5Jeannc Krochalis argues for 1403-1413 in the "Introduction" to The Pierpont
Morgan Library Manuscript M. 817: A Facsimile. A Variorum Edition of the Works of
Geoffrey Chaucer (Norman: Pilgrim Books, ) xvii; M. B. Parkes suggests 1399-1413 in
"Palcographical Description and Commentary" to Troilus and Criseyde: A Facsimile o f
Corpus Christi College Cambridge MS 61. Cambridge: D. S. Brewer LTD, 1978.
l6Krochalis xvii.
l7Krochalis xvii.
l8Krochalis xvii.
l9Krochalis xix.
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handwriting" o f MS. M. 817.20 There is an impression when reading MS. M. 817’s text
that the scribe was no amateur, the control and consistency of his hand, which is "basically
Secretary,"21 throughout the manuscript is remarkable. In every way, it would appear that
the scribe "gave careful thought to both elegance and legibility.”22 It should also be
pointed out that, like MS. Gg.4.27, MS. M. 817 is ruled for 35 lines to a page, or just
enough for five stanzas of Troilus.
The decoration of MS. M. 817 is typical of the period and consists largely of
illuminated borders not unlike those in MS. Gg.4.27 and the one in Hengwrt. One full
border appears on the first folio, the others frame the top. bottom and left of the leaves.
MS. M. 817 also contains one miniature (on the first leaf with the full border) enclosed in
the initial T at the opening of the poem. The miniature is of a man and a woman
exchanging gifts, probably flowers and a piece of blue material. Since these are not the
gifts described by Chaucer in the text, it may suggest that the artist worked from stock
motifs or models.23

Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, MS. 61
The dating of Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, MS. 61 of Troilus and Criseyde is not
nearly as certain a matter as Morgan MS. M. 817. Indeed, the best that can be said is that it
was copied sometime after Chaucer completed the poem, probably in the 1380s and prior to
1456 when John Shirley, the well-known book dealer, died. Shirley is "the earliest person
to have handled the book who can be identified with certainty,"24 and he added a couplet to
folio lr. However, M. B. Parkes has attempted to narrow this broad dating, not by an
20M. B. Parkes and Richard Beadle, "Commentary," The Poetical Works o f
Geoffrey Chaucer: A Facsimile o f Cambridge University Library MS. Gg.4.27, vol. 3
(Cambridge: D. S. Brewer, 1979) 7.
21Krochalis xix.
22Krochalis xix.
23Krochalis xxiii.
24M. B. Parkes 2, 11, and 7n.
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analysis of the ordinary scribal hand (which is inconclusive in this case), but by examining
the quire and leaf signatures in quire 14 (104-111) where the numbers have been written
out. Based on the features of the word "quartus" on folio 107r and its similarities with
other, later additions to the text, all of which occurred after the text was copied, Parkes
suggests the text itself was copied in the first quarter of the fifteenth century.25 While this
argument may seem dubious for its basis on a relatively small amount of data, it does
suggest that the manuscript is contemporary with MS. Gg.4.27 and MS. M. 817.
MS. CCCC 61 is a well-planned, but unfinished, manuscript. It is ruled for 39
lines per page, thus allowing for a space between each of the five, 7-line stanzas on each
page, the only one of the three manuscripts discussed here to do so. Parkes has identified
two scribes who here use the littera quadrata variety of textura script, a "script reserved for
liturgical books, dc-Iuxe manuscripts and for 'display' purposes . . . ."26 This would
support the belief that this was to be a deluxe manuscript, as a total of 91 illustrations were
planned. However, the project was never completed and appears to have been dropped
shortly after the text was copied. That is, the scribes have finished, but the text was never
corrected and returned to them,27 and only one painting was made, that being the nowfamous portrait of Chaucer reading to what appears to be the court which serves as a
frontispiece to the codex.28 "No other Chaucer manuscript contains such an elaborate
prefatory m iniature

”29 It is possible, though unlikely, that MS. Gg.4.27 had a

miniature just before its Troihus\ there is room, and there is evidence which suggests a
precedent for a full-pagc painting just prior to the Canterbury Tales (sec Chapter Five).

25Parkcs 2.
26Parkcs 5.
27Parkcs 7.
2gScc Scattcrgood on how this painting may have "created" the notion of Chaucer
as a Court Poet; sec also Laura Kendrick, "The Troilus Frontispiece and Dramatization of
Chaucer's Troilus," The Chaucer Review 22 (1987) 81-93 for her argument that figures in
the frontispiece arc "miming the roles of Troilus and Criseyde,” 83.
29EIizabcth Salter, "The Troilus Frontispiece'," Troilus and Criseyde/ Geoffrey
Chaucer; A Facsimile o f Corpus Christi College Cambridge MS. 61 (Cambridge: D. S.
Brewer Ltd. 1978)15.
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Conclusions About the Troilus and Criseyde Manuscripts
All told, there are sixteen extant manuscripts of Troilus and Criseyde. Interestingly, twelve
of these contain, with the exception of material on the flyleaves, only the Troilus poem; the
four remaining; Oxford, Bodleian Library, Digby 181 (incomplete); Oxford. Bodleian
Library, Arch. Seldcn B.24; London, British Library, Harley 1239; and MS. Gg.4.27
contain other verse as well as the Troilus?0 Troilus "would thus normally have been
encountered by early readers as a book on its own."31 If we accept this as true (for wc can
never know what types and how many manuscripts have been lost), then MS. Gg.4.27
would be an anomaly in this regard. It should also be noted that MS. Gg.4.27's Troilus is
not considered a good text. "Editors arc undecided whether the scribes had access to better
texts of these . . . poems (in MS. Gg.4.27) than were available to others, for although
Troilus and Criseyde is not a good text, Legend o f Good Women has a unique prologue
which has been generally accepted as genuine.”32 This would further suggest that the
manuscript is unique as a collection, for it suggests that MS. Gg.4.27’s exemplars came
from a variety of sources, as opposed to its being copied from another collection. This
possibility is supported by the apparent breaks in production which arc identified by the
smaller gatherings between certain works in the codex (sec Chapter Two).

30Barry Windcatt, Troilus and Criseyde: Oxford Guides to Chaucer (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1992) 12.
3,Windcatt.
32Blakc 76.
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Four Early Manuscripts of the Canterbury Tales

The choice of the four manuscripts discussed in this section is not an arbitrary one. Many
scholars consider the Aberystwyth, National Library of Wales, Peniarth MS. 392
(Hcngwrt) and San Marino, The Huntington Library, MS. 26.C.9 (Ellesmere) as the "best"
witnesses of the Tales. Hengwrt is considered by many to be the earliest surviving
manuscript of the Tales, and Ellesmere is almost universally considered the most
aesthetically pleasing in its appearance. Ellesmere also has a complete set of miniatures of
the pilgrims. Finally Ellesmere and Hcngwrt appear to be tcxtually related to MS. Gg.4.27
and Cambridge, University Library, MS. Dd.4.24; and these four manuscripts constitute a
widely recognized group.33 MS. Dd.4.24 has been included in this discussion for this
reason as well as the fact that it has been marginalized in favor of Ellesmere and/or
Hcngwrt in much the way MS. Gg.4.27 has. London, British Library, MS. Harley 7334
has been chosen as a representative, so to speak, of the other group of early manuscripts
which also includes the Corpus, Petworth, and Lansdowne manuscripts. MS. Harley
7334 has also been chosen because Frederick Fumivall saw some value in its text and
ordering. While most today consider MS. Harley 7334's text flawed, Fumivall "decided
that in some cases El was better and in others Ha 7334.1’34 Thus the choice of Harley
7334 will, I hope, round out the discussion through its relationship to the Ellesmere group.

33Charlcs A. Owen, The Manuscripts o f the Canterbury Talcs, Chaucer Studies 17
(Woodbridgc, Suffolk; and Rochester; Boydell & Brewer, 1991) 15-32; John M. Manly
and Edith Rickcrt, The Text o f The Canterbury Talcs, vol. 1 (Chicago: U of Chicago P,
1940) 266-83; Blake 58,123.
34Blake 27.
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London, British Library, MS. Harley 7334

Dated at "about 1410" by Manly and Rickcrt,35 MS. Harley 7334 "is the earliest example
of the commercial type o f MS picked up from many sources and edited with great freedom
by someone other than Chaucer."36 The manuscript is of heavy vellum arranged in
gatherings of eights.37 Its decoration is typical of the fifteenth century and includes gold
initials and vinets with sprays throughout. It also contains blue paragraph marks with red
pen work. There are also gold paragraph marks with blue or black pen work. Manly and
Rickcrt see the work of about seven people in the production of this manuscript: one scribe
with a variable bookhand, two supervisors whose directions arc found throughout, two
rubricators, and two illuminators.38 There arc relatively few glosses, but the manuscript
was heavily supervised.39
MS. Harley 7334 has many textual omissions and additions which differ from
those in Ellesmere; this may account for Fumivall's interest in a manuscript which Manly
and Rickcrt call interesting though "never authoritative."40 In Fumivall's defense, a
comparison of texts with different materials added or lost would seem logical for a variety
of reasons. The fundamental problem with this approach (which has become obvious
largely because of Fumivall's work) is that the texts are not comparable in other matters
such as production, ordinatio (MS. Harley 7334 has two types), and the text itself.
Visually, Harley 7334 is the less polished of the two manuscripts. By way of example, it
simply "is not so developed as Hg or El in its subdivisions in the Talcs."41 This view
should not, however, diminish the values of the manuscript, for, despite its many
35Manly and Rickcrt 220.
36Manly and Rickcrt 222.
37Manly and Rickcrt 220.
38Manly and Rickcrt 220 and 223.
39Manly and Rickcrt 222 and 223.
4(,Manly and Rickcrt 222.
4lBlakc 69.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

117
omissions and errors, Tatlock called the scribe an intelligent editor of the Tales based on the
changes in the text.42 Parkes, who notes the same scribe wrote Oxford, Corpus Christi
College, MS, 198 of The Canterbury Tales, as well as working in seven copies of
Confessio Amantis, suggests that in MS. Harley 7334, the scribe was working for an
editor.43 Additionally, the changes in layout, scribal editing, and heavy supervision all
suggest that the individuals involved were dealing with problems in the state of the
exemplars; these are suggested in all the manuscripts discussed in this section.

Aberystwyth. National Library of Wales, Peniarth MS. 392 (Hcngwrt)

Like MS. Gg.4.27, the Hengwrt Manuscript of The Canterbury Talcs has had a less than
ideal history, being both incomplete and mutilated. This is unfortunate, for despite its
flaws, Hcngwrt has the appearance of someone’s educated and objective attempt to record
the text at hand, to make sense of exemplars with a minimum of editorial license. A close
reading suggests this about the manuscript, as do the characteristics of the scribal hand:
"the scribe’s performance is expert, but not mechanical," and though there are variations in
his hand, it is "not to the detriment of a general uniformity,"44 One of the several
possibilities Doyle and Parkes put forth concerning the circumstances of Hcngwrt’s
production seems to lit this reading as well: "The employer for Hg could have been an
admirer of the author dealing directly with the holders of exemplars on the one hand and the
scribe on the other, in order to obtain as fully and as soon as possible a collection of the CT

42Blakc 69.
43M. B. Parkes, Scribes, Scripts, and Readers: Studies in the Communication,
Presentation and Dissemination o f Medieval Texts (London: The Hamblcdon Press, 1991)
232.
^ A . I. Doyle and M. B. Parkes. "Paleographical Introduction." The Canterbury
Tales: Geoffrey Chaucer: A Facsimile and Transcription o f the Hen}pvrt Manuscript, with
Variants from the Ellesmere Manuscript. A Variorum Edition of the Works of Geoffrey
Chaucer, vol. 1 (Norman: U of Oklahoma P, 1979) xxxv.
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for his own and his friends' pleasure, with perhaps a concern for posterity too."45 Given
the scribal habits, the relative freedom from editorial interference, as well as the overall lack
of decoration and the general appearance of the codex, I would suggest that the concern for
posterity was primary. There appears to be much attention paid to the copying of text
which suggests that it, and not decoration or the smoothing of edges, was the concern of
the book's producers. They appear to have wanted the text preserved as they found it, but
not to pay homage to it or its author.
Manly and Rickert dated the Hengwrt manuscript at 1400 to 1410;46 however,
Doyle and Parkes narrowed this frame closer to the earlier date, allowing for a possible date
prior to 1400 for the initiation of the work:
Since it is generally thought that the sources of Hg were near enough to
Chaucer to provide exemplars of unrivaled quality, yet without the ability to
fill the gaps within and between the pieces authentically, or to arrange them
authoritatively, it is reasonable to suppose that he was by then dead or incapacitated:
that is, that the work, even if perhaps initiated before, was mostly done after 1400,
perhaps in the first few years of the fifteenth century, although there may have been
considerable delay before the supplying of some omissions and the binding up of
the sections47
Indeed, they point to this dating for their opening sentence: 'The importance of the
Hcngwrt manuscript of the Canterbury Tales is that it is probably the earliest surviving
copy of that unfinished w ork

"48 Besides the obvious implications of such a dating

on textual studies and the suggestion that work began very near the date of Chaucer's
death, this dating also has a direct impact on the Ellesmere manuscript, for it is widely
accepted that the Ellesmere and Hcngwrt scribes arc indeed the same,49 leaving open the
question of which came first. Doyle and Parkes address this with understandable caution.
Indeed they note that the argument is so complex that "the present writers arc not in

45Doylc and Parkes xxi.
,WlManly and Rickcrt 268.
47Doylc and Parkes xx.
48Doylc and Parkes xix.
49Manly and Rickcrt 148 and 268; Doyle and Parkes xx.
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complete agreement on this particular issue,"50 allowing for cither possibility or even
overlaps in the work. However, because of the textual deficiencies of Hcngwrt, it is
"easier to believe that Hg was copied before El than the contrary; it would be surprising that
a scribe who had already copied the more straightforward sequence of El, however
subordinate his role, should not have helped to improve that of Hg more than he seems to
have done."51 Conversely, "Hg cannot be regarded simply as a trial run for El, since their
texts exhibit substantial differences."52
The Hcngwrt manuscript is of vellum throughout; Manly and Rickert describe it as
having a "substantial, rather rough surface, with a good many holes. . . ,”5? and Doyle
and Parkes state that "the membrane employed, more probably sheep than calf, is fairly
uniform, of middling thickness and quality, with a good mat (velvety) finish, but with
small original holes in a number of sheets, some of them formerly stitched up and avoided
by the scribe [those on folios 7.39, and 102 arc similar to those found in MS.
Gg.4.27]."54 The mutilation of the Hcngwrt manuscript (as was the case of many
Hcngwrt manuscripts) is most likely from rats, which chewed off the upper outside comer
of all the leaves.55 While it docs not often interfere with the text, the physical
characteristics of the gnawed comers suggested to Manly and Rickcrt that the book was
unbound at the time of the mutilation. This leaves much room for speculation on the shape
of the book from the time of its creation to its place in the collection of Robert Vaughan of
Hcngwrt in the mid 1600s. The gnawed comers also suggest to Doyle and Parkes that the
folios 88-111 (quires 13-15 containing the Monk's Prologue and Talc, and Nun's Priest's
Prologue and Tale, and the Manciple's Prologue and Tale) which were misplaced, were

50Doylc and Parkes xx note 4.
5'Doyle and Parkes xx.
52Georgc B. Pace and Alfred David, cds., "Commentary," The Minor Poems:
Geoffrey Chaucer, A Variorum Edition of the Works of Geoffrey Chaucer, vol. 5
(Norman: U of Oklahoma P, 1982) xx.
53Manly and Rickcrt 266.
54Doylc and Parkes xxi.
55Manly and Rickcrt 269*70.
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misplaced prior to the mutilation.56 In addition to this mutilation, a considerable number of
other, later hands have added marginalia throughout.
Decoration in Hengwrt is generally limited, the only vinct and initial being at the
beginning of the General Prologue,57 which is in a style similar to Ellesmere’s and, more
distantly, MS. Gg.4.27's. There arc a number of blue initials with red pen flourishes
throughout;58 these suggest the style of MS. Gg.4.27 but are in a distinctly different
pattern. There are also a number of blue paragraph marks throughout.59
As was not uncommon, a flyleaf containing other text was added to this codex; in
this case a folio containing a Sarum breviary and musical notation was used.
Unfortunately, this folio has been dated to the early fourteenth century, almost a century
prior to Hengwrt;60 therefore, it suggests nothing about the date at which Hengwrt was
first bound.

Cambridge, University Library, MS. Dd.4.24

Cambridge, University Library, MS. Dd.4.24 is in fragile shape; it is now being lied to
hold the binding together. It is, however, an important part of The Canterbury Tales
manuscript family. Manly and Rickcrt date this manuscript at 1400-1420.61 Like MS.
Gg.4.27, it has been mutilated, though its losses arc not nearly so extensive. It is in
quarto, and most of its leaves arc paper, although there arc a few of vellum. Like MSS.
Gg.4.27 and Hcngwrt, there arc a number o f blue initials with red pen flourishes but in a
consistent pattern that is similar to, though distinct from, MS. Gg.4.27's and Hcngwrt's.

56Doyle and Parkes xxiii, xxiv, and xlii.
57Manly and Rickcrt 269; Doyle and Parkes xxxix.
58Manly and Rickcrt 269; Doyle and Parkes xxxix.
59Manly and Rickcrt 269: Doyle and Parkes xxxix.
^D oylc and Parkes xlii.
6lManly and Rickcrt 101.
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Specifically, the lower nourishes loop in directions opposite those in MS. Gg.4.27 and
Hcngwrt, but they exhibit the same basic style. One exception to this is a flourish on folio
52v which is quite similar to MS. Gg.4.27's; otherwise MS. Dd.4.24’s flourishes are
more like those found in Cambridge, University Library, MS. Mm.2.5 of the Canterbury
Tales. Aside from these flourishes and a number of red and blue paragraph marks, MS.
Dd.4.24 has no other decoration. The ink is an inconsistent dark brown.62
There is one hand throughout which Manly and Rickert describe as "modified
toward cursiveness; evidently that of a practised writer but not a professional scribe."63
There are, however, a number of flourished ascenders in top lines which recall those of
MS. Gg.4.27 and MS. Gg.4.27(2). The scribe apparently identified himself by adding
"Quod Wytton" or "Amen Quod Wytton" on folios. 39,47,67, and 92 64 There have
been a large number of corrections throughout. In addition to this, there is a lack of rulings
(this creates significant variations in the size of writing area) and the sizes of leaves of
vellum are inconsistent. These details suggest that the manuscript’s creator was working
out problems, though in an amateurish sense. Manly and Rickcrt state that the evidence
may suggest the "work of an amateur making a book for himself."65 This view may be
too limited, for it ignores, to a certain extent, the nature of the exemplars) the scribe was
working with.
Many of the problems with the extant text of MS. Dd.4.24 may, indeed, have had
more to do with the exemplars than the scribe. Spaces have been left for additional text and
some of those seem to have been filled later by the same scribe, though in different shades
of ink, or with too little or too much space allowed. For example, the Explicit for the
Merchant's Talc on folio 105v is of mixed size, with the first, smaller portion being in
Latin and the larger portion in English;66 the Pardoner's Talc ends on folio 149v and the
62Manly and Rickcrt
63Manly and Rickcrt
MManly and Rickcrt
65Manly and Rickcrt
M,Manly and Rickert

101.
101.
101.
102.
103.
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Shipman's Tale begins on folio 150v, leaving space for roughly 60 to 70 lines and
indicating that the scribe may have been waiting for the link. In a similar situation, the
scribe has left 18 lines after the Nun's Priest's Endlink as though he originally did not
know how long it was.67 These and other, similar, problems indicate that there were
serious flaws and/or gaps in the scribe's exemplars). These examples also suggest that the
problem o f order was addressed and, in a sense, solved. MS. Dd.4.24 could "represent an
attempt to arrange the tales in an order in a utilitarian manuscript so that the resulting order
could be taken over direct into more prestigious manuscripts like El."68
MS. Dd.4.24's scribe was also free to make a significant number of notes and
glosses in the margins of this manuscript, many of which occur in the Ellesmere
Manuscript. Additionally, he made numerous interlinear glosses, most of which appear in
Ellesmere, Hcngwrt. and Christ Church MS. 152.69 Such notes and glosses suggest the
scribe was attempting to make sense of the text as he worked, and this evidence combined
with the physical characteristics of the book itself suggests a process of working through
problematic exemplars and possibly even collating a variety of texts. MS. Dd.4.24's scribe
was focusing on content; whether he was doing so to make a book for himself (as Manly
and Rickcrt suggest) or to accommodate the requirement of a patron remains to be
discovered.

San Marino, The Huntington Library, MS. 26.C.9 (Ellesmere]

Perhaps no other Chaucer manuscript has received the attention which has been lavished
upon the Ellesmere manuscript. Usually dated at between 1400 and 1410,70 the

67Manly and Rickcrt 103.
68Blakc,Textual Tradition, 74.
MManly and Rickcrt 103.
70Manly and Rickcrt 148.
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manuscript and its text have often been considered the best witness to the Canterbury' Tales.
Manly and Rickert also held the manuscript in high regard, but were careful to point out its
weaknesses. These include its many errors, for even though it is in the same hand as
Hcngwrt. Ellesmere’s "total of unique variants, many of which are demonstrable errors, is
approximately twice that of Hg — ”71 Ellesmere also has a few lines not found in other
manuscripts; Manly and Rickert wisely question these additions:
While it has a few lines not in any other MS, and shows some editorial
changes that could have been made by Chaucer, it has many others that are
questionable and some distinctly for the worse, even involving misunderstanding of
the context. Since it is very clear that an intelligent person, who certainly was not
Chaucer, worked over the text when El was copied, the unsupported readings of
this MS must be scrutinized with the greatest of care.72

One reason that Ellesmere has received such high praise is that it is a beautiful and
intact manuscript; it has an air of authority. The codex is of vellum throughout with some
later additions of other texts to leaves which may have been blank originally. A Balade by
Rothelcy was added to the from between 1450 and 1480, and Chaucer's Truth and a Table
of Contents were added to the back, sometime before 1450.73 The folios have been
carefully ruled and prepared, the twenty-nine quires all being arranged in eights, and the
dark brown ink being uniform throughout.74 Although there arc very few crossouts and
corrections, the combined evidence suggests that Ellesmere was carefully supervised.75
Finally, there is Ellesmere’s famous art work which includes miniatures of the 23 pilgrims
who tell talcs and illuminated initials attached to demi-vinet borders. The ivy borders
which swirl and flow around the figures exhibit English characteristics, and they recall the
single vinct of Hcngwrt. Manly and Rickert describe the decoration as the "most elaborate

7'Manly and Rickcrt
72Manly and Rickert
73Manly and Rickcrt
74ManIy and Rickert
75Manly and Rickcrt

150.
150.
148.
148.
148.
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decoration in any CT MS."76 Beverly Boyd characterizes the decorations in Ellesmere as
following "the conservative English tradition of East Anglia."77
As in the surviving miniatures of MS. Gg.4.27, the pilgrims in Ellesmere are on
horseback; however, they appear here in the margins, facing the text at the beginning of
their tales. The pilgrims very nearly match their descriptions in the General Prologue; great
attention was given to this matter. Indeed, from the remaining evidence we have of MS.
Gg.4.27, Ellesmere’s artists appear to be the more faithful to the text. Unfortunately, MS.
Gg.4.27’s value has been overlooked for this reason, particularly by Margaret Rickert who
implies that the MS. Gg.4.27 artist(s) ignored the text almost entirely. Because the figure
of the Cook appears in three of the four manuscripts with paintings of pilgrims, she uses
the Cook as a point of comparison, even though the Cook has the briefest description in the
General Prologue.78 Of MS. Gg.4.27's Cook she states "there is no indication that he was
of so lowly a calling."79 However, there is indeed some indication, most notably the
lowly stature of his horse (sec also Chapter Two). Rickcrt's methodology also ignores the
fact that the other MS. Gg.4.27 pilgrims more closely match their descriptions than docs its
Cook. Like MS. Gg.4.27, Ellesmere's horses also show evidence of individualization,
and "Chaucer's is quite the best painted animal of the lot."80
Margaret Rickcrt is not alone in overlooking qualities Ellesmere and MS. Gg.4.27
share. Manly and Rickcrt note that the illuminated initials and borders in Ellesmere
"introduce not only the talcs (as would be customary) but prologues and links. . . and also

76Manly and Rickcrt 149.
77Bcvcrly Boyd, Chaucer and the Medieval Book (San Marino: Huntington
Library. 1973) 50.
78In addition to Ellesmere and MS. Gg.4.27, the Cook also appears (along with the
Miller and the Man of Law) in the Oxford fragments owned by the John Rylands Library
(Rylands English, MS. 63); these three sets illustrate the pilgrims on horseback. The forth
manuscript is Rawlinson Poetry 223 which contains a portrait of the Friar.
79Margaret Rickcrt, "Illuminated Canterbury Tales Manuscripts," The Text o f The
Canterbury Talcs, John Manly and Edith Rickert, cds., vol. 1 (Chicago: U of Chicago P,
1940)591.
80Hcrbert C, Schulz, The Ellesmere Manuscript o f Chaucer's Canterbury Talcs
(San Marino: The Huntington Library, 1966) 4.
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parts of the tales, as in PsT."81 Again, as described above in Chapter Two. MS. Gg.4.27
did this as well, and many of its losses in the Canterbury Tales and throughout the
manuscript were a result of mutilators taking those leaves. However, Beverly Boyd makes
a statement similar to Manly and Rickert's:
. . . the portrait of Chaucer {in Ellesmere] was evidently intended to be the
highlight of its scries, for the artist in charge of the project built up to it by
withholding major decoration from the "Sir Topas" page, where Chaucer's role as a
pilgrim narrator actually begins, and the portrait is placed instead at the beginning of
the "Melibee," which . . . Chaucer offers as more worthy fare . . . . 82
However, MS. Gg.4.27 probably did contain a similar portrait at the same point in the text
prior to its mutilation. Perhaps one of the most important considerations here, however, is
that Ellesmere's figures are often considered to be superior.
In his introduction to the reproduction of the facsimile of the Ellesmere Manuscript,
Ralph Hanna states that "Ellesmere provides the most opulent fiftccnih-ccntury presentation
of Chaucer's poem.”83 But Hanna also describes the attention which the manuscript has
received, and points to how earlier scholars have shaped that reception, most particularly
the way the facsimile was tidied up. Specifically, W. Griggs and Son were commissioned
by Manchester Press to photograph the manuscript and produce the facsimile in 1911. The
procedure employed, photographic lithography, allowed for extensive falsification of the
original manuscript. First, the book was disbound, which allowed the Griggs to lay the
leaves flat and thus avoided the distortion normally found in facsimiles where the natural
curve of the page has been photographed. This may seem ideal in one sense, but it also
removes the visual image of the page from its normal context. Second, Griggs washed out
rulings, prick marks, a portion of a catchword, holes in the vellum, and extraneous notes

8lManly and Rickcrt 149.
82Boyd 41.
83Ralph Hanna III, "Introduction,” The Ellesmere Manuscript o f Chaucer's
Canterbury Talcs: A Working Facsimile (Cambridge: D. S. Brewer, 1990) 1.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

126
and marks which were later additions to the manuscript. But most remarkable, Griggs
cleansed the portraits of the pilgrims as well:
Griggs' photographic crew cleaned off stains and retouched the
remaining image of the painted figures: consequently, some
details, for example the Monk's face, reproduce idealistically not what is there on the page of the manuscript, but what
should be.84
Consequently, the retouched versions have been reproduced for other uses, and it is
possible that many people see Ellesmere from this "cleansed" perspective as opposed to its
actual state. Most notably we see these corrected images, or versions of them, on a regular
basis in many editions of Chaucer's poetry and in books on Chaucer. Our view of what
we believe to be art contemporary to the Ellesmere text is wrong in this context.85
At least three artists appear to have created the miniatures in Ellesmere. One did the
portrait of Chaucer; another did the miniatures of the Monk, the Nun’s Priest, the Second
Nun, the Canon's Yeoman, and the Manciple. The first two artists place their horses on
grass, while the third and possibly a fourth did the remaining figures without grass.86 All
the miniatures without grass, except for the Parson, come before the portrait of Chaucer.87
This may suggest something of the production of the miniatures and of Ellesmere, most
particularly how it was produced or even conceived.
The illustrations with grass in Ellesmere correlate to the missing pilgrims in MS.
Gg.4.27. As before, there is a total of 23 miniatures of the pilgrims on their horses in the
Ellesmere Manuscript. Of these, 6 arc on grass (this begins with the miniature of Chaucer
and continues through the Monk, the Nun's Priest, the second Nun, the Canon’s Yeoman,
and the Manciple; the last figure is that of the Parson, and there is no grass about the feet of
his horse). Of the 23 pilgrims, 14 arc in the right margin and face left toward the text, and
84Hanna 5-7.
85Thc changes made to the appearance of the manuscript in the facsimile arc not
noted in the preface, sec Alix Egcrton, "Preface," The Ellesmere Chaucer: Reproduced in
Facsimile, vol. 1 (Manchester: The UP, 1911) 5-7.
86Schulz 3 and M. Rickert 596.
87M. Rickcrt 596.
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9 are in the left margin and face right toward the text. Each of the pilgrims who face right
is among those missing from MS. Gg.4.27.
There are six extant miniatures of the pilgrims and their horses in MS. Gg.4.27.
Based on the study of the manuscript in Chapter Two, it seems likely that miniatures of the
remaining 17 pilgrims did exist in MS. Gg.4.27 at one time. Of the 6 remaining figures, 4
face right. Based on evidence on the stubs, at least one, the Knight, probably faced right
as well. Taken together, this would suggest that the majority, perhaps as many as two
thirds to three quarters, of MS. Gg.4.27’s pilgrims faced right. Of the seventeen missing
figures, one, the Miller, was tom out, and two others, the Summoner and the Canon's
Yeoman, were tom and cut from the manuscript; the remaining 14 were cut. This would
suggest mutilations at separate times and/or different mutilators. Twelve of these 14 folios
were cut in such a way that no evidence of the pilgrim, horse, or border remains; this may
again suggest different mutilations. Of these missing twelve folios, nine were of the same
pilgrims which face right in the Ellesmere manuscript. Put another way, of the 9 Ellesmere
pilgrims that face right, the same 9 arc missing from MS. Gg.4.27 and were removed in
such a way as to keep the miniature intact. Although this evidence is admittedly
circumstantial, it does suggest the possibility that some of the missing miniatures in MS.
Gg.4.27 were used as models or references for the Ellesmere miniatures.
There also seems to have been some sort of rationale behind the selection of
removing the pilgrims, that mutilator A was not randomly removing miniatures. The
miniature of the Pardoner in MS. Gg.4.27 was cut from the manuscript, but for some
reason the mutilator changed his or her mind, and presumably left the leaf with the
manuscript. It has since been taped back to its stub. Interestingly enough, the miniatures
of the Pardoner in the two manuscripts have different attributes; MS. Gg.4.27's holds a
pardon, while Ellesmere's holds a jeweled cross. This is an anomaly between the
manuscripts. In both miniatures of the Reeve, the figure has no attribute and holds the
hand closest to the reader up in front of him. Both Cooks have mcathooks (though MS.
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Gg.4.27's is less certainly a meathook); both Wives of Bath face left and hold small whips
with similar handles: both Monks are empty handed (although Ellesmere's has two
greyhounds near the horse); and both Manciples arc wearing blue and hold gourds. That
the Pardoner was left may indicate that mutilator A changed his mind. If some of the
missing MS. Gg.4.27 figures were used as models for Ellesmere, this would also suggest
that there were other models available and that preference was given to the other model of
the Pardoner. If this is true, then it may also suggest that mutilator A had MS. Gg.4.27
and the other models together and was assembling a set to distribute to the artists of
Ellesmere.
The evidence that mutilator A was carefully selecting miniatures is further supported
by the relative lack of damage done to neighboring leaves (see tables IV and V). The Man
of Law and Friar miniatures in MS. Gg.4.27 were removed without damage to their
neighbors. The miniature of the Merchant was removed with only minor cut marks on the
following leaves. While the leaf prior to the Franklin's miniature is missing, this may have
been removed for other ornaments and/or the Link, and there is no damage to the surviving
leaves (it should be recalled that most of the cuts appear to have been made from the recto
side). The 3 leaves following the missing Shipman's Miniature were cut through at the top
only and were taped. Interestingly enough, there are cut marks on both sides of the place
where the miniature of Chaucer would have appeared. And the folio after that of the
Parson is missing, possibly for ornaments at the beginning of his talc; the leaf after this has
been taped. The only real exception to this careful removal of the miniatures which
correspond to those in Ellesmere facing right is that of the Squire, where the next 4 leaves
had to be taped.
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PILGRIMS
Knight

Ellesmere
Faces
L

MS. Gg.4.27
Extant
How removed
No
Cut, traces survive.
Neighbors cut/taped
No
Tom out
Yes
Yes
No
Cut, no damage to others

Miller
Reeve
Cook
Man of Law

L
L
L
R

Wife of Bath
Friar
Summoner

L
R
L

Yes
No
No

Clerk of Oxford

L

No

Merchant
Squire
Franklin
Physician
Pardoner

R
R
R
L
L

No
No
No
No
Yes

Cut, minor cuts on neighbors
Cut, neighbors cut/taped
Cut, no damage on extant Fos.
Cut, neighbors cut and taped
Was cut cleanly but taped

Shipman

R

No

Prioress

R

No

Chaucer
Monk

R
L

No
Yes

Cut, small cut at top of
next 3 leaves
Cut. minor cuts/tape to
neighbors
Cut, minor cuts to neighbors

Nun's Priest

L

No

Second Nun
Canon's Yeoman
Manciple
Parson

L
L
L
R

No
No
Yes
No

Cut, no damage to others
Cut and tom
Neighbors cut/taped
Cut, traces survive,
Neighbors cut/taped

Mutilator
B
C
A
A
C
B
A
A
A
A?
A
A
A

Cut, traces of border,
neighbors cut and taped
Cut, neighbors cut/tape
Cut and tom out

A?
C

Cut, next leaf missing

A

B

TABLE IV: Ellesmere Pilgrims compared to MS. Gg.4.27 Pilgrims
Table IV illustrates the relationship of the Ellesmere pilgrims to the MS. Gg.4.27 pilgrims
and losses as well as the nature of those losses. Mutilator A is identified as someone who
cut out leaves without significant damage to their neighbors. Mutilator B is identified as
someone who made deep cuts which cut through several leaves at one time. Mutilator C is
identified as someone who both tore and cut each leaf he or she took.
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MS. Gg.4.27
Extant

How removed

Mutilator

R
R
R
R
R

No
No
No
No
No

Cut, no damage to others
Cut, no damage to others
Cut, minor cuts on neighbors
Cut, neighbors cut/taped
Cut, no damage on extant Fos.

Shipman

R

No

Prioress

R

No

Chaucer
Parson

R
R

No
No

Cut, small cut at top of
next 3 leaves
Cut, minor cuts/tape to
neighbors
Cut, minor cuts to neighbors
Cut. next leaf missing

>

>

Man of Law
Friar
Merchant
Squire
Franklin

>>>>>

Ellesmere
Faces

>>

PILGRIMS

TABLE V: Ellesmere Pilgrims facing right compared to MS. Gg.4.27 Losses
Table V illustrates the relationship of all nine right facing Ellesmere pilgrims to MS.
Gg.4.27's losses attributable to mutilator A.
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It is also interesting to note that at least 3 o f the 9 pilgrims' horses facing right in
Ellesmere may have first been traced with a stylus. These are the horses (which fall
consecutively for those facing right) of the Squire, Franklin, and Shipman. Indentations
from the stylus indicate that the horses were traced and painted before their riders were
added.88 This is not to suggest that MS. Gg.4.27’s missing miniatures served as patterns;
the difference in the sizes makes this unlikely. Nor is Schulz's theory that some of
Ellesmere’s horses were traced from patterns universally accepted. Ralph Hanna, for one.
disputes it;
1doubt that these are indications that the animals were
painted by subsidiary hands from pattern books: the stylus marks in
fact appear to me to have been made on the already-painted surface,
probably (since the impression runs onto neighboring leaves) after
binding, by users of the book.89
Though this matter is far from resolved, it would seem erroneous to suggest that any of the
missing figures in MS. Gg.4.27 were removed to be used specifically as patterns for
Ellesmere without further evidence. The collective body of evidence, however, docs
suggest that models and patterns may have been used in the production of Ellesmere, and
the MS. Gg.4.27 miniatures may provide further clues about this practice.
It should be noted that all the Ellesmere figures arc on the outer edge of the leaf
except one, the Miller. Thus the direction the pilgrim faces would seem to be largely
dependent upon where the talc begins on the folio. Schulz suggests that, as the Miller was
the first to appear on the verso of the leaf, and no room was originally left for his
miniature, the exception of his placement on the inner margin is a result (or lack) of
planning, and that this problem was subsequently resolved.90
Whether or not some of MS. Gg.4.27's losses were used as references or models
for Ellesmere is obviously debatable; the evidence I have presented is inconclusive. Nor

88Boyd 39 and Schulz 4.
89Hanna 14.
"S chulz 4-5.
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should this evidence preclude other ways MS. Gg.4.27 may have influenced Ellesmere, or
vice versa. Charles Owen argues that MS. Gg.4.27 is a manuscript influenced by
Ellesmere.91 John H. Fisher suggests the opposite may be true:
Cambridge Dd achieved the Ellesmere order for the tales, and
Cambridge Gg introduced the first illustrations of the Pilgrims.
Having got to this stage, Thomas Chaucer could have arranged for the
original {Hengwrt] scribe to produce the Ellesmere manuscript,
incorporating all the editorial "improvements" arrived at throughout
the several versions. 92
As discussed in Chapter Two, Parkes and Beadle date MS. Gg.4.27 to the first quarter of
the fifteenth century.93 It is thus possible that MS. Gg.4.27 did in fact present the first
pilgrim miniatures. At this time any attempt to determine, their influence on Ellesmere is a
matter of speculation, but a more detailed study of the removal of miniatures from MS.
Gg.4.27 and the techniques used in drawing and painting them in Ellesmere may present us
with more concrete data.

Conclusions About the Four Canterbury Tales Manuscripts
When studying early manuscripts of a work, there is often a perceived need to determine
which of the manuscripts is "best," especially in a case such as The Canterbury Tales
where 85 surviving manuscripts witness the work with a variety of texts, orders, talcs, or
even simple fragments. In the case of the unfinished Canterbury Tales, where scholars
cannot even agree on how close Chaucer was to completion, agreement on which
manuscript is best may be all but impossible. Indeed, this complex issue has become
clouded by individual desires to prioritize specific manuscripts based on various methods,

9lOwcn 23-32.
92John H. Fisher, "A Language Policy for Lancastrian England," PM LA 107
(October 1992): 1175.
93Parkcs and Beadle 7.
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schools of thought, and critical theories. Moorman alludes to this problem in his article
"One Hundred Years of Editing the Canterbury Tales:"
. . . every major edition of the Canterbury Tales in our time is
filled to the brim with emendations based on its editor's selfprofessed knowledge of such imponderables as fourteenth-century
pronunciation, metrical reading habits, on and on, matters about
which we in reality know very little, and probably never shall know
much. How many lines in the Canterbury Tales, do you suppose, have
been altered on metrical grounds in spile of the fact that, as Jack
Conner pointed out a few years back, one can, by picking his
manuscript and aspirating his final consonants, produce any given
number of syllables per given line?94
Be that as it may, several methodologies have become central to the problems of the
Canterbury Tales manuscripts, particularly the Genetic Texts theory, the theory that an
archetype may be determined by studying the relationships of such things as scribal errors
found in manuscripts. None of these methodologies has proved conclusive, and they are
weakened by the continuing argument over the order of the Tales themselves.
For example, from the historical point of view, the Genetic Texts theory would
seem to be a satisfactory method of indicating relationships of manuscripts through a
common origin. The method of tracing manuscripts back to the original exemplar by
cataloging variants, similarities, and histories appears to be a scientific manner of
determining the archetype, extant or not.95 The single greatest contribution of Manly and
Rickcrt may have been their investigation of correspondences among the manuscripts,
because it would seem to provide scholars with a relatively accurate basis for building a
stcmma to chart the development of the manuscripts.96

94Charlcs Moorman, "One Hundred Years of Editing the Canterbury Tales,"
Chaucer Review 24 (1989) 107.
95M. D. Reeve, "Stcmmatic Method: 'Qualcosa Che Non Funziona'?," The Role o f
the Book in Medieval Culture: Proceedings o f the Oxford International Symposium, 26
September - 1 October 1982. cd. Peter Ganz (Tumhout: Brcpols, 1968) 57, 61-62.
96Hanna has made the observation that "Manly-Rickcrt were making no effort to
print Chaucer's holograph; they wanted only to present 01," the archetype for the extant
manuscripts, "Problems of 'Best Text' Editing and the Hcngwrt Manuscript of The
Canterbury Tales," Manuscripts and Texts: Editorial Problems in Later Middle English
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Indeed, the Genetic Text theory has actually been carried into practice through the
Stemmatic Method. Here, the variants arc used to trace branches, or stemmata, based on
the assumption that scribes made mistakes and that other scribes copied those mistakes and
added others which in turn would be copied.97 Under this method, the focus of attention
is slightly different in that the earlier manuscripts arc considered as closer to the original
and used as such in a more systematic manner by scholars in search of the lost
archetype.98 Perhaps the most ambitious of these practices, thus far, is found in Charles
Owen's The Manuscripts o f the Canterbury Tales.
Owen makes a detailed argument that Hcngwrt influenced the production of
Ellesmere, MS. Harley 7334, and a now-lost manuscript; he goes on to argue that the lost
manuscript largely influenced MS. Dd.4.24 and, to a lesser extent, Ellesmere by way of
MS. Dd.4.24. He also suggests that Ellesmere influenced the production of MS. Gg.4.27.
This is only part of a complete stcmma offered for most of the manuscripts.99
There arc, however, two problems with this theory, one having to do with the
Canterbury Tales. The stemmatic technique often makes bold assumptions about extant
materials, as illustrated by M. D. Reeve: "How suspicious. . . that when the archetype
survives editors can often see that the stemmata has more than two branches, but when it
does not they almost always postulate two!"100
Secondly, and more more to the point, this technique assumes that there is some
agreement about the completion of the Tales at the time of Chaucer's death, and that there
was a common, lost archetype in the first place. But given the incomplete status of the
Literature, Essays from the 1985 Conference at the University of York, cd. Derek Pearsall
(Cambridge: D. S. Brewer, 1987) 92.
97An on-going example of this method in Chaucer studies is The Canterbury Tales
Project, directed by Norman Blake, which proposes to "tty to discover what Chaucer
actually wrote" by a computer collation of the extant manuscripts; this ambitious project
will generate a wealth of data on the variants, but may add fuel to the debate as those data
will certainly foster a variety of interpretations. Sec "The Canterbury Tales Project,"
Newsletter no. 1, The Universities of Sheffield and Oxford (August 1993) 3.
98Rccvc 57-69.
"O w en, Manuscripts, 23-32, particularly note the chart on 29.
>°°Rccvc 60.
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Canterbury Tales, it is hard to imagine what that archetype would have looked like.
Conceivably, there may have been a collection of these tales which had Chaucer's complete
approval or there may have been nothing but an assortment of foul papers, or, most
probably, something in between.
The ongoing argument over the order of the Tales is indicative of this problem of
determining Chaucer's intentions. At the same time, it has become a methodology of
evaluating manuscripts in its own right. Thus Norman Blake can argue that "although Ha
7334 had the best order, it also had a text which was far inferior in its readings to those in
many other manuscripts."101 Or James Dean can argue, for example, that on the basis of
closure, the evidence suggests that Chaucer "crafted the ending" of the Tales, and it favors
the "Ellesmere order rather than . . . some other order, especially Hengwrt.”102 To similar
arguments for Ellesmere's order. Charles Owen asked: "Does the evident improvement in
ordering by the Ellesmere manuscript [as opposed to Hengwrt's] indicate the belated
acquisition of a list written by Chaucer and recording his intention? There is no evidence
for such a list."103 In point of fact, The Ellesmere order presents us with one interpretation
of Tales order, and it is highly unlikely that the order created the manuscript. To argue
otherwise is to diminish the stories the other orderings have to tell us. Derek Pearsall has,
for example, suggested that we think of the Hengwrt as unordcred as opposed to
disordered.1(14
By imagining any possible state of completion of the Talcs when Chaucer died, it is
possible to defend almost any order found in any manuscript or even create a plausible
order of one's own. In this sense, most arguments for ordering seem to me at least to be

101Blake 70.
102Jamcs Dean, “Dismantling the Canterbury Book," PMLA 100 (October 1985)
759.
,05Charles Owen, ‘The Alternative Reading of The Canterbury Tales: Chaucer's
Text and the Early Manuscripts," PMLA 97 (March 1992) 237.
104Dcrck Pearsall, "The Supersession of Closure." Paper presented at Session 407:
"Crucial Passages In Chaucer's Canterbury Tales: In Honor of Charles A. Owen." 29th
International Congress on Medieval Studies. Western Michigan University, 8 May 1994.
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somewhat circular and based on presumptions of Chaucer's intentions. To suggest, for
example, that Chaucer had actually decided to limit his poem to the trip to Canterbury
ignores that in the course of his writing, he actually reveals two and possibly three
beginnings for the Tales and two possible endings.'05 Blake demonstrates how unlikely it
is that Chaucer had any sort of detailed plan before he began writing and suggests a more
informal "piecemeal" method which resulted in the fragments we have today.106 To state
otherwise is to suggest that we know in what order Chaucer worked, that he always wrote
from beginning to end.
In truth, it is entirely possible that Chaucer wrote the General Prologue shortly
before his death and after most or all of the extant talcs. The evidence simply is not there to
argue these issues satisfactorily; the many variants in the order and links suggest that
Chaucer's family was left with incomplete foul papers and drafts and with no authorial
blueprint. As Charles Owen states:
In this century of manuscript history no evidence connects any
ordering of the fragments to Chaucer. It is time we gave up the
impression of completeness or near-completeness editors like the
Hcngwrt-Ellcsmcrc supervisor tried to give the Canterbury Tales. It
is time we went back to the text Chaucer wrote and let it speak to
u s .'0?
The simple fact is that the Canterbury Tales is unfinished; how can there logically be a
complete archetype for an unfinished work? In talcs with major variants from one
manuscript to another, it is even possible there were two or more drafts. Simply put, there
is no way of knowing what final shape the Canterbury Tales would have taken had
Chaucer lived to complete it.
This is also true of the Retraction. The Retraction appears in Ellesmere and MS.
Harley 7334, but not in Hcngwrt or MS. Dd.4.24. In MS. Gg.4.27 there is a missing

l()5Owcn, Manuscripts, 125.
,06Blakc 47-48.
l07Owcn, Manuscripts, 125.
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folio (444) where the Retraction might have appeared. Folio 444 was cut and tom from the
codex, and there is only a cut mark on 445 indicating that Mutilator A removed the leaf (this
may suggest that Ellesmere's Retraction came from MS. Gg.4.27 if indeed MS. Gg.4.27
predates Ellesmere and if other materials were similarly used). One possibility is that the
Retraction appeared on folio 444r of MS. Gg.4.27 and that a painting o f some sort for the
Legend o f Good Women appeared on folio 444v. It is also possible that the leaf was
blank. There has, of course, been a great deal of controversy over the Retraction: Did
Chaucer write it. and if so, why? And most of all why did he put it at the end of the
Canterbury Tales? As with the arguments over the ordering of the Tales, this assumes that
wc know a great deal about the state of the Tales at the time of Chaucer’s death, when in
reality we know almost nothing. If Chaucer did write the Retraction, there is no reason to
suppose that it should automatically follow the Canterbury Tales. The Retraction docs,
after all, mention Troilus, the Book o f Fame. "the book of the XXV Ladies," the
Parliament o f Fowls, "the talcs of Canterbury, thilkc that sownen into synnc," and "many a
song and many a Iecchcrous lay." It is not impossible to imagine that the Retraction was
written as a general work, was found among the papers and drafts for the Tales and was
placed there by early editors. Indeed, the best place for such a Retraction, if he wrote it,
may be at the end of a collection of Chaucer’s works.108

Conclusion

Obviously there is a desire to point to a single manuscript of a specific work and argue that
it is closest to Chaucer’s archetype or to prove that a particular manuscript's Canterbury

l08Inlcrcstingly enough, Joseph Holland's reception of MS. Gg.4.27 in about
1600 may demonstrate this as well, for his foliation of the original leaves and those he
supplied to make up the losses suggests that he placed the Retraction not at the end of the
Tales but at the end of the codex immediately following the medieval texts (all other supply
leaves probably were placed at the positions where text was lost). Sec also Chapter One;
and Parkes and Beadle 6.
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Tales is as close as we will ever get to an archetype. Scholars have repeatedly attempted
this by employing several methodologies, but only with limited results. For example,
"Hengwrt's age (1400-10), its unedited state, and its accuracy (Manly Rickcrt’s textual
reconstruction is very, very close to Hengwrt), have now placed it in the forefront of the
Canterbury Tales manuscripts, ahead even of the magnificent and more nearly complete,
but heavily edited, Ellesmere."109 In response to this and other arguments which place
Hengwrt over Ellesmere, Ralph Hanna cuts to the central issue of Manly and Rickcrt's
work:
. . . Manly and Rickcrt's approach to the textual problem suggested
that Ellesmere had always been overrated, that, in fact, it was less than
adequate guide to the text of the poem. These suggestions, usually
achieved by contorted and circular argument, have tended over the
last decade or so to become gospel. But this renewed reading of Manly
and Rickcrt's allegations has not always attended closely enough to
the inadequate logic underlying these claims."110

But in the rush to prioritize one manuscript over the other, wc have often ignored valuable
data about the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.
Wc have inherited a vast array of manuscripts of Chaucer's works, and each has
something to offer to our understanding of Chaucer, his poetry, and the people who
produced the manuscripts. Hcngwrt and MS. M. 817 may have been left unbound for
many years; MS. CCCC 61 was never finished. MS. Dd.4.24’s scribe left spaces for text
which were never filled or were filled clumsily. MS. Harley 7334 has a less than adequate
text. Many of Ellesmere's additions arc suspect, and MS. Gg.4.27 has so many unique
texts, moments of insight, and flaws (even before the mutilations) that it is almost
impossible to make a general evaluation of the codex as a whole. This evidence certainly
109Donald C. Baker, "Introduction: The relationship of the Hengwrt Manuscript to
the Variorum Chaucer Text," The Canterbury Talcs: Geoffrey Chaucer: A Facsimile and
Transcription o f the Hengwrt Manuscript, with Variantsfrom the Ellesmere Manuscript, A
Variorum Edition of the Works of Geoffrey Chaucer, vol. 1 (Norman: U of Oklahoma P,
1979) xvii.
110l-Ianna 2.
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indicates the problems which must have faced Chaucer's early fifteenth-century editors. As
Parkes and Beadle note: the "different manuscripts reveal different ways of tackling the
problems: Hcngwrt. . . seems to be a collection of tales on an ad hoc basis and the
presentation has an ad hoc quality: Ellesmere. . . contains an edited text and presents the
whole work as a compilatio; i n . . . Harley 7334 the ordinatio is incomplete."111 We could
continue their train of thought to MS. Dd.4.24's utilitarian features, to MS. M. 817's
lavish appearance but stock miniature and clumsy ordinaiio, and to the attempt at a deluxe
Troilus in the unfinished MS. CCCC 61, and finally MS. Gg.4.27’s overall, grand, but
consistently inconsistent, attempt at a collection of Chaucer's works.
It may be time to level the field, so to speak, and attempt to consider each
manuscript on its own terms. The key to this approach may be to consider how and why
each manuscript's editors chose to solve the problems they faced in the way they did, to
explore their motivations, concerns, agendas, and achievements as witnessed by the texts
themselves. It seems unlikely that we will ever determine any Chaucer archetype,
particularly for the Canterbury Tales. Considering all the texts, particularly the early ones,
will give a far better view of the poems than wc have now. To this end the ultimate
Chaucer text might be a hypertext Chaucer, a data base with all the Chaucer texts and
centuries of criticism available to the reader, so that she may slip from one text to another,
from one opinion to another. Until that time arrives (and it will soon), the best that wc can
do is objectively seek those answers which still lie in the manuscripts themselves.

11 'Parkes and Beadle 42.
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C h a pt e r IV
J o h n L y d g a t e 's P a t r o n a g e S y stem

and
A P o s s ib l e P r o v e n a n c e F o r MS. Gg.4.27

Cambridge, University Library, MS. Gg.4.27 contextualizcs Chaucer by its very
production; the way it was produced speaks of those who produced it and their views of
Chaucer, and this in turn illuminates the period as well. For example, John Lydgate
developed a remarkable number of important literary patrons for his poetry. Among them
were Chaucer’s son, Thomas Chaucer, and Thomas' daughter Alice; King Henry V; Lady
Catherine, Queen of Henry V; and Henry, Duke of Gloucester. Evidence suggests that the
members of this network were working toward specific, if not articulated, goals and that
the network itself was rather tight-knit. MS. Gg.4.27 may well be an early example of the
work produced by such a group, and our understanding of Lydgate's patronage system
may enlighten us about MS. Gg.4.27's creation and reception.

John Lydgate and the Patronage System

John Lydgate (ca. 1370-1449) was one of the most prolific poets in the English language,
having written thousands upon thousands of lines of poetry. By the same token, he has
been called a dull versifier and poor imitator of Chaucer, usually by critics who have, in
fact, read many of those lines. But John Lydgate’s literary reputation has changed

140
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significantly since his lifetime. After his death, Lydgate was seen almost as Chaucer and
Gower’s equal.1 Then, during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, his popularity fell,
and critics began to look upon Lydgate as a dull and prolix poet who spent his life
disgracing Chaucer, the master.2 Recent criticism, however, has begun to re-evaluate
Lydgate's place in literary history. Much of this criticism has shed new light on his period
as well. This shift in attitudes is primarily due to post-stmcturalist attempts to historicize
Lydgate and his works within the context of the conventions, attitudes, and aesthetics of
his time and not those of other centuries. In this light, we must remember that Lydgate was
an important literary figure in his lifetime, and in no other way is this more apparent than in
his use of the patronage system.
John Lydgate was probably bom near the famous Benedictine abbey at Bury St.
Edmunds, which was known as a center of intellect and scholarly resources. Lydgate, a
son of peasants, entered the monastery by at least 1382.3 He apparently came from the
nearby village of Lydgate and, as was often the custom, assumed that name for himself.
After a traditional succession of ordinations, Lydgate chose to enter the priesthood and was
ordained in 1397. It was also near this time that Lydgate's earliest works arc believed to
have been written. These include Flower o f Courtesy and Complaint o f the Black Knight,
both dated at 1400 to 1402, and Temple o f Glas, dated as early as 1403; all three of these
poems follow the Chaucerian courtly tradition.4
It would appear then that when Lydgate first felt the desire to write he must have
realized the need to study and understand the techniques of his craft from a master. For
•Derek Pearsall, John Lydgate (Charlottesville: UP of Virginia, 1970) 1-2, 18;
Walter F. Schirmcr, John Lydgate: a Study in the Culture o f the Fifteenth Century, trans.
Ann E. Keep (Berkeley and Los Angeles: U of California P, 1961) 255-9.
2Joscph Ritson, Bihliographia poetica (1802) 66-88; Ritson called Lydgate a
"driveling monk," and called his work "stupid and fatiguing productions. . . neither worth
collecting . . . nor even worthy of preservation," 87-88; for details of Lydagte's fall sec
also Pearsall 6-7; Schirmcr 257-259; and Alain Renoir, The Poetry o f John Lydgate
(Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1967) 6-12.
3For a detailed account of Lydgate's early life sec Pearsall 22-23; Schirmcr 8-10.
4Pearsall 84; Renoir 46-50; for a careful analysis of Lydgate's debt to Chaucer sec
Pearsall 49-79.
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Lydgate, of course, the master was Chaucer. Lydgate borrowed heavily from Chaucer’s
works during this period to leant the craft of poetry. In doing so, he learned Chaucer's
style and meter.5 In addition, as Derek Pearsall notes, "Chaucer gave Lydgate his poetic
language, . . . mid Lydgate responded admirably by trying to improve on his master's
performance."6 Thus, as a student of Chaucer's works, Lydgate learned the fundamentals
of the emerging English poetic.
Because Chaucer died in 1400 and Lydgate's poems are dated shortly after that,
there is no reasonable way to believe Lydgate ever met Chaucer, let alone studied under
him (though given Chaucer's habit of travel, a meeting in the late 1300's is not impossible
cither). It is more likely that Lydgate studied Chaucer's works on his own at Bury St.
Edmunds. Assuming that a number of copies of Chaucer's works were in circulation in
some form shortly before the time of his death, it is possible that Lydgate had access to
them from someone in the community. The Abbey at Bury St. Edmunds had a welldeveloped library, and the community appears to have had a strong interest in reading.7 It
was in this atmosphere that Lydgate began his literary career near the turn of the century.
In short, a vast variety of source materials may have been available to Lydgate, and in his
early works he utilized these materials to nurture his talent as a poet.
At times it appears that Lydgate's development as a poet was carefully orchestrated
and directed. This is particularly true of one of his earliest works, Complaint o f the Black
Knight. This work is typical of medieval complaints (the narrator overhears a knight
bemoan that his valiant efforts have done nothing to promote his beloved to join him) and
uses the same basic structure as Chaucer's Book o f the Duchess,8 Both poems have
narrators who cannot sleep and therefore decide to walk in the woods where they encounter

5In this regard Pearsall calls Lydgate's debt to Chaucer "enormous," 49.
6Dcrck Pearsall, "Lydgate, John," Dictionary o f the Middle Ages, cd. Joseph R.
Straycr (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1986) 694.
7Robcrt S. Gottfried, Bury Saint Edmunds and the Urban Crisis: 1290-1539
(Princeton UP, 1982)211-212.
8Pcarsall, Lydgate, 84; Renoir 47.
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knights dressed in black. The texts themselves contain many parallels, particularly the
complaints. Lydgate's poem also borrows from Chaucer's Knight’s Tale, Troilus and
Criseyde, and Legend o f Good Women.9 In fact, there is even evidence that Lydgate used
a complete passage from Fragment A of Romaunt o f the Rose.10 This method of
borrowing continues, more or less, in Lydgate's other early poetry. Lydgate’s
Gentlewomen's Lament may borrow from Chaucer’s Anelida and Arcite,u and The
Flower o f Curtesy draws on the medieval courtly love tradition12 and on Chaucer's
Parliament o f Fowls.13 At this early stage in his career it would appear that Lydgate was
quite well read, particularly in Chaucer, and that someone was even prompting him with a
variety of sources. In this regard one of Lydgate's most interesting works is his Temple o f
Glas. Critics have found everything from traces of Virgil to a heavy reliance on Chaucer's
House o f Fame. However, Pearsall notes that this is Lydgate's lengthiest work which
docs not have a clear or primary source.14 There has also been considerable debate over
the poem's dating, which has been argued to be as early as 1403 and as late as the early
1420s.
In addition to modeling his works on others, another of the sources for Lydgate’s
growth may have been his use of the patronage system. In about 1407, while he was
continuing his studies at Gloucester College, the Benedictine House at Oxford, Lydgate
met Geoffrey Chaucer’s son, Thomas. This meeting marked the beginning of an important
relationship as well as Lydgate's initiation into the patronage system. Among the works
commissioned by Thomas Chaucer himself is the now famous Balade at the Departyng o f
Thomas Chaucer into France15 in 1417. As Lydgate's patron, Thomas may even have

9Spccifically, the Legend of Dido; sec Pearsall, Lydgate, 84-85; Renoir 47.
l0Rcnoir 47.
11Renoir 50.
12Rcnoir 50; Schirmcr 38, 265.
13Pcarsall, Lydgate, 97.
l4Pcarsall, "Lydgate," 694.
15Scc C. Brown and R. H. Robbins, cds., Index o f Middle English Verse (New
York, 1943)2571.
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expected Lydgate to model some of his work after G. Chaucer. Thomas' daughter, Alice,
countess of Suffolk, who herself commissioned the Virtues o f the Mass, has been credited
with helping Lydgate’s career by introducing him to other patrons.16 All told, Lydgate’s
patrons included King Henry V; Lady Catherine, his queen; King Henry VI; Abbot
Curteys of Bury St. Edmunds; Humphrey, Duke of Gloucester; John, Duke of Bedford;
Richard of Warwick, and many others.17
Lydgate may have raised the patronage systemi to a new level. Pearsall observes
that Lydgate "was active in a way no English poet had been before in responding to such
commissions [as mummings] and also to requests for all kinds of occasional poem s. . .
."18 This is all the more noteworthy for a poet coming from a provincial region where
patronage was a difficult, if not impossible, means of support.19 In this aspect, his
connection to a powerful monastery and his introduction to the aristocracy by way of
Thomas and Alice Chaucer were very important to his eventual success as a court poet.20
It is quite apparent that John Lydgate had mastered, much to his advantage, the medieval
patronage system.21 There is even some evidence which suggests that some of his patrons
were working toward similar purposes, possibly even a common goal. Indeed, John H.
Fisher suggests that a circle of Lydgate's patrons were interested in elevating the prestige of
the English language.22 As this goal may be important to our understanding of the

16Pearsall, Lydgate, 162.
l7Pcarsall, Lydgate, 160-188; A. S. G. Edwards, "Lydgate Manuscripts; Some
Directions for Future Research," Manuscripts and Reader in Fifteenth-century England:
The Literary Implications o f Manuscript Study, Essays from the 1981 Conference at the
University o f York, cd. Derek Pearsall (Cambridge; D. S. Brewer 1983) 21; Edwards
notes that Lydgate's list of patrons "reads like a Who's Who of Fifteenth Century
England;" John H. Fisher echoes this statement in "A Language Policy for Lancastrian
England," PMLA, 107 (October 1992) 1177; see also Karl Julius Holzknccht, Literary
Patronage in the Middle Ages (New York: Octagon Books, Inc., 1966) 57.
18Dcrck Pearsall, "Lydgate as Innovator," Modem iMnguage Quarterly, 53 (March
1992)21.
19 Sec Samuel Moore, "Patrons of letters in Norfolk and Suffolk," PMLA, 27
(1912) 188-207, particularly note 188-190.
20Lydgatc is described as a court poet by Pearsall, Lydgate, 70; and Moore 78.
2'Holzknccht 98-103; Pearsall. Lydgate, 71.
22Fishcr 1177-1178.
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production of MS. Gg.4.27, it is equally important to explore the manner in which Lydgate
used the patronage system.
The best place to begin may be with Bury St. Edmunds Abbey. While most of
Lydgate's work can be attributed to specific patrons, his earliest works arc not as easy to
trace to a specific person. Indeed, he was probably writing his early works at the abbey
without a commission, and, more importantly, he was allowed to do so. In about 1433.
while Lydgate was traveling and living away from Bury St. Edmunds, he was requested to
compose The Legend o f Saints Edmund and Fremimd by Abbot William Curteys for the
visit of King Henry VI to the monastery.23 In other words, despite his travels and
involvement in the secular world, Lydgate maintained close tics to the monastery. Finally,
Lydgate spent his later years at Bury St. Edmunds, often composing for Abbot Curteys.24
Throughout his life, Lydgate wrote numerous prayers, saints' lives and legends, and
possibly even sacred lyrics. Presumably, the monastery encouraged him to do so. We
may, then, begin to think of Lydgate as a House Poet for Bury St. Edmunds. But more
important is the fact that, ironically, the monastery gave Lydgate the freedom to travel, to
live in London, and to become involved in the politics of the day 25 In that sense the
monastery became at least a passive participant in Lydgate's patronage circle.
During the 1420s and the 1430s, Lydgate was at the height of his fame. He
traveled and lived in various parts of England and France, including a five-year stay in
London. He received a variety of privileges and grants and maintained connections as
poet for the royal court and some important families. For example, King Henry V
commissioned The Troy Book which Lydgate worked on from 1412 to 1420.26 Henry VI
23Pcarsall, Lydgate, 25-27, 281-282.
24Pcarsall, Lydgate, 259, 280-281.
25Nor was Lydgate's freedom particularly unusual for a Bury monk; the monastery
claimed and maintained an exemption from episcopal jurisdiction, and as Pearsall notes,
because of this and the political and social activities of many of its abbots (particularly
Curteys), "a monk's career was not necessarily limited to the cloister,. . . he could
exercise his talents . . . [and be in] close contact with all kinds of men," Lydgate, 27; sec
also Gottfried 166-172.
26Pcarsall, Lydgate, 125.
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is believed to have commissioned the Secreta Secretorum in the 1440s, but Lydgate died
before finishing it.27 Nor were Lydgate's commissions from royalty limited to England.
Charles VI of France also commissioned religious verse in about 1425, while Lydgate was
in France.28 Pearsall observes that Lydgate was "in fact if not in name, official court poet,
and a request for a poem to exalt the pedigree of Henry VI as king of France came to him as
naturally as a request for a poem on his coronation."29
Additionally, Lydgate composed Now is Hay was Sometime Grass for Lady
Catherine in about 1420.30 Richard de Beauchamp, Count of Warwick, an associate of
Thomas Chaucer, commissioned The Title anti Pedigree o f Henry VI, while his third wife,
Isabella, commissioned The Fifteen Joyes o f oure Lady .31 Lady March commissioned
the legend o f St. Margaret.32 Invocation to Seynte Anne, a prayer, was commissioned by
Countess Anne of Stafford,33 and Saints lives commissioned by Abbot Whcthanstcdc of
St. Albans.34 There is even a minor work, "Bycome and Chichcvache" commissioned by
"a worthy citizen of London."35 And, finally, Alice Chaucer commissioned The Virtues o f
the Mass?6
Lydgate's most prestigious commission, however, came from Humphrey, Duke of
Gloucester, for a translation of Boccaccio's De casihus illustrium virorum in 1431, a time
when both men were prominent figures. Not only was Lydgate to translate the massive
work, but he was directed also to comment and make additions to each episode in this
chronicle of famous, fallen men. The task took him until about 1438, by which time both
men's own popularity was ironically in decline. But The Fall o f Princes was and still is
27Schirmcr 249.
28Pcarsall, Lydgate, 166.
29Pcarsall, Lydgate, 1.
30Pcarsall, Lydgate, 164.
31Pcarsall, Lydgate, 71 and 166; Schirmcr 118 and 149.
32Pcarsall, Lydgate, 278.
33Pcarsall, Lydgate, 168; Schirmcr 190.
34Pearsall, Lydgate, 280; Schirmcr 160 and 166.
35Pearsall, Lydgate, 180.
^ ’Pearsall, Lydgate, 258.
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considered by many to be among Lydgate's most important works. According to Walter F.
Schirmcr, for example, Princes shows not only Lydgate's ability to translate, but it shows
originality in his artistic treatment of the subject as well.37
The fifteenth century viewed Lydgate as an essential part of the Chaucer and Gower
tradition and as a poet capable of the rhetoric of politics and social commentary.38 Lydgate
carried on the tradition of the English vernacular poets with a flair. His popularity can be
documented by the large number of extant manuscripts containing his work.39 Many of
these manuscripts were, of course, produced for the various patrons when the writing was
complete; others were copied for other readers.40 Thus, in their actions and in the
reception of their work, Lydgate and his circle of patrons are an important part of the
reception of Chaucer in the fifteenth century. Since we know very little about the state of
Chaucer's works at the time of his death, we must consider how they may have been
received by such literary circles. Some scholars point to Thomas Chaucer as the logical
person to see that his father's works were preserved. Indeed, Thomas would have had
sufficient funds, connections, and literary interest (it is also possible that other family
would have been involved as well).41 Of these areas, Thomas' connections arc the most
interesting. Indeed, there seems to have been a group of people involving Thomas
Chaucer, Lydgate, Shirley, Humphrey, Duke of Gloucester, and Henry V, whose attention
centered on G. Chaucer and English literature.42 That is to say that this group of people
seems to have shared an interest in preserving Chaucer's works and possibly in defining
his narrative.43 Examining Lydgate's contribution to MS. Gg.4.27 and a possible

37Schirmcr 209-211.
38For details on Lydgate’s political and social observations sec Schirmcr,
particularly 14-16,81-89,232-235, and 248-251.
39See Edwards 15-26; Edwards notes that Lydgate's manuscripts "have been
subjected to little systematic study," 15, but that the manuscripts illustrate reasons for
Lydgate's popularity, 22.
^Edw ards 22.
4lManiy and Rickert 1:159; Fisher 1175.
42Fisher 1175-1178.
43Fishcr 1178.
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provenance for the manuscript may shed additional light on this group of patrons, for it
may be that the manuscript was produced in an area such as St. Edmunds and by patrons
with similar interests.

The Temple o f Glas and La compleyrt in MS. Gg.4.27

It is not surprising that there are other works in MS. Gg.4.27; after all, manuscripts
containing a variety of works by a variety of authors arc more often the rule then those with
several works by one author. MS. Gg.4.27's Temple o f Glas and its accompanying La
Compleyti are. however, unique in many ways. First of all. their placement within the
codex sets them off from Chaucer's major works. Chaucer's An ABC, Lenvoy de Chaucer
a Scogan, and Truth appear in the first quire, followed by Troilus, the Tales, Legend, and
Parliament, then, at the end, Temple and La Complcyn. Secondly, MS. Gg.4.27's Temple
contains text not found in most extant versions of this poem. It is probable that MS.
Gg.4.27's version is an early version,41 which in turn raises questions about the dating of
the manuscript.
The Temple o f Glas appears in seven manuscripts; Oxford, Bodleian Library,
MSS. Tanner 346, Fairfax 16, and Bodlcy 638; Cambridge, Magdalene College, MS.
Pcpys 2006; London, British Library, MS. Additional 16165; Longlcat 258; and, of
course, MS. Gg.4.27. Although none of these seem to have been dated with any certainty,
Tanner and MS. Gg.4.27 arc probably the only ones to date as early as the first quarter of
the Fifteenth century, and the Tanner manuscript has been dated as early as 1400,45 though
this seems doubtful, considering the dates usually given to the poem itself. Indeed, the
44J. Norton-Smith, "Lydgate’s Changes in the Temple o f Glas," Medium AEvurn
27(1958) 166-172.
4-*J. Schick, cd., Temple o f Glas, EETS, ES 60 (1891) xvi-xxv.
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Tanner version is today viewed as Lydgate’s final version, thus suggesting a much later
date.46 These dates range from 1403 to 1420 due to the extant versions of the poem and to
Lydgate's references. As he sometimes does in other works, Lydgate makes astronomical
references at the opening of the poem; in this case he notes the conjunction of the sun and
moon in December in the sign of Aquarius, which is followed by a new moon (lines 4-7).
Schick took the logical step of obtaining a list of new moons in December from 1400-1420,
and, with the warning that we should not always take Lydgate literally, he determined that
the year 1403 most nearly matched Lydgate's description 47 Schick's warning has proved
correct, however, as Johnstone Parr has pointed to a central flaw in this dating. That is,
that the sun is never in Aquarius in the middle of December as Lydgate suggests.48 The
conjunction of sun and moon in Aquarius is always between 13 January and 13
February.49 Whether this was an oversight, a miscalculation (possibly by using a flawed
calendar) or some sort of esoteric comment on Lydgate's part, we'll probably never know.
However, several scholars have accepted a later dating of about 1420 due, in part, to its
independence from a specific source, and, most particularly, a passage which Henry
MacCrackcn believed linked this poem to the Paston family.50 Still, this may suggest only
a date of completion or another version of the same poem.
J, Norton-Smith has made some interesting comments on the possible development
of Temple o f Glas, most notably that MS. Gg.4.27's version may come from a now-lost,
early draft.51 By expanding on Schick's detailed discussion of the major variants among

46Scc Norton-Smith 167; Pearsall, Lydgate, 107.
47Schick cxiv.
48Johnstonc Parr, "Astronomical Dating for Some of Lydgate's Poems," PMLA
67 (March 1952), 251; the passage reads: Whan that Lucina with hir pale light/Was Joyncd
last with Phcbus in aquaric/Amyd deccmbrc, when of Ianuaric/Thcr be kalcndcs, of the
new ycrc . . . (11. 4-7).
49Parr 252.
50Hcnry MacCrackcn, "Additional Light on the Temple o f Glas," PMLA 23
(1908), 128-140; MacCrackcn even suggests that the poem may have been written for the
marriage of William Paston and Agnes Berry in 1420; see also Pearsall, John Lydgate,
106-108.
5'Norton-Smith 166-172.
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the manuscripts, Norton-Smith suggests that an early version of the poem was copied into
manuscripts MS. Gg.4.27 and London, British Library MS. Additional 16165, a
manuscript associated with John Shirley that shares several features with MS. Gg.4.27.
Norton-Smith also suggests that there is a line of development stemming from this lost
version to the version which was copied into the Fairfax and Bodley 638 manuscripts, and
finally, the finished version of the Tanner manuscript.52 Norton-Smith's argument ends
with the following overview:
All of Lydgate's revisions are in the direction of preciseness of detail,
consistency of the Lady's Character and situation, and an effective increase of
pathos both in the Lady's complaint and in the denouement of the poem. Indeed, in
the GS [MSS. Gg.4.27 and Add. 16165] original, the Knight was the most
interesting figure in the poem. By the finished T [Tanner] version he had dwindled
in comparison to the new Lady. These revisions are not breath-taking, but they are
intelligent.53
Of course, the issue at stake in this argument is the determination of a base text for
printed editions; Schick did in fact choose the Tanner manuscript as the base for his
edition, and Norton-Smith's interest was primarily to lend "some interpretation" to
Schick’s genealogy.54 For our purposes, Norton-Smith has underscored the ongoing
problem of determining the idea of "publication" in medieval manuscripts. To say that MS.
Gg.4.27's version is merely a copy of a draft of the poem, as Norton-Smith suggests,55
ignores much that we know about the Gg.4.27 manuscript in which it appears, that is, the
extent of its contents, the inconsistency of its other texts (which might deny or confirm
Norton-Smith’s assertion), and its deluxe status. An examination of some of MS.
Gg.4.27's more obvious variants in Temple suggests this as well.
There are, of course, many variants in MS. Gg.4.27 in terms of spelling and scribal
error. But there arc also variants of some importance that MS. Gg.4.27 shares with MS.

52Norton*Smith
53Norton-Smith
54Norton-Smith
55Norton-Smith

167; Pearsall also suggests this line of development, Lydgate, 107.
172.
166.
167.
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Additional 16165. Both contain a unique passage of words from the Lady (these four
stanzas are replaced by a new fivc-stanza version in the later manuscripts). The color of the
flower symbol in both manuscripts matches the Lady's clothing of green and white; it does
not in subsequent manuscripts. The Lady’s motto in these two manuscripts is humblement
magre (subsequent versions read de mieulx en mieulx magre\ this later version is the
Paston motto which MacCrackcn points to for his dating).56 Finally, the two manuscripts
contain the final La Complcyn of 628 lines. MS. Gg.4.27 also has a significant feature of
its own: lines 531-596 have been omitted for no apparent reason.
Unfortunately, these data leaves us with far more questions about MS. Gg.4.27
than they answer. But wc may draw two general conclusions. First, Temple o f Glas may
have been a work in progress for quite some time, and may have been circulated at
differing stages of completion. Whether the earlier copies are drafts which somehow
escaped Lydgate or were versions which Lydgate himself circulated is an issue still to be
resolved. Second, in spite of the dating problems associated with Temple, the extreme
dates o f 1403 or 1420 do not contradict Parkcs and Beadle’s dating of MS. Gg.4.27, and,
as the manuscript's version of that poem is probably an earlier version (without the Paston
Motto) it could even support a date for MS. Gg.4.27 earlier than 1420. Nor would a closer
dating of the Tanner manuscript (which is generally accepted as the final text) contradict
these conclusions; it could even define them more specifically.

56MacCrackcn 133, 138-140.
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Bury St. Edmunds

Because of MS. Gg.4,27's East Anglian dialect and the multiple craftspersons involved in
its production, it would seem appropriate to place its provenance in a large London or
Norwich bookshop.57 Certainly, a great many books did come from this region. This,
however, should not preclude the possibility that it was indeed produced in other locations.
Parkes and Beadle note there is "evidence for a pattern of local production in which scribes
worked in country houses or rectories to execute specific commissions."58 There are a
number of towns with the resources and crafts people to produce such a volume. With this
in mind, then, we may also begin to explore possibilities for the production site of MS.
Gg.4.27 and consider what this may mean in our understanding of Chaucer. In the
following paragraphs I will argue for the possibility of the community of Bury St.
Edmunds as the place of MS. Gg.4.27's production.59 In pursuing this line of reasoning I
hope to demonstrate other ways of considering the evidence surrounding the manuscript
itself.
In many aspects, Bury St. Edmunds is one of the most logical of choices in East
Anglia primarily because Bury St. Edmunds was a very active and regionally interactive
community. Its library may have served the community as a whole; its hospitals created a
medieval medical center for the region, and, to a lesser extent, it was a center of departures
and arrivals for pilgrimages. For those living in or near Bury, the Abbey would provide
money for pilgrimages. These funds allowed the poor to visit nearby shrines and permitted
clerics to take longer trips to Canterbury, Rome, or the Holy Land.60 Likewise, the relics

57Parkcs and Beadle 63.
58Parkcs and Beadle 55 and 63.
59For an argument suggesting the community of Bury St. Edmunds as the site of
production of another Lydgate manuscript sec Kathleen L Scott, "Lydgate's Lives of St.
Edmund and Frcmund: A Newly-Located Manuscript in Arundel Castle," Viator 13
(Berkeley; U of California P, 1982) 336-366.
^Gottfried 185.
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at Bury Abbey made it "one of the major pilgrimage centers in eastern England."61 The
continual traffic in and out of Bury suggests that it was far from isolated. While these
characteristics arc certainly typical of most abbeys the size of Bury's Abbey, the size of its
library and the significant role of the hospitals point to an unusual community.
For example, the town of Bury St. Edmunds itself served as a regional center of
medieval medicine. By the late fourteenth century there were as many as six different
hospitals in the area which served not only the community, but patients traveling there for
treatment as well. Most medieval hospitals in England served as places to see to the needs
of the dying or merely as quarantines to isolate diseases. Bury St. Edmunds' hospitals, on
the other hand, sought to treat illnesses, a tradition reaching back to the tenth century when
pilgrims visited the Abbey Shrine and drank from St. Edmund’s cup for their reputed
healing powers. Through the centuries, the hospitals and the related medical community
developed, and for a time each of the hospitals was "generously endowed" by the Abbey
until they gained a significant level of independence by 1400.62 The Abbey itself had a
large infirmary, and several of its early Abbots were physicians.63
But the focal point of this medical community was, indeed, the hospitals
themselves. "More than most of their contemporary counterparts, Bury's hospitals were
established with some medical raison d'etre."M The hospitals seem to have served not
only the community (a population ranging from 3,500 to about 7000 in later centuries), but
East Anglia and possibly Eastern England as well.65 The six hospitals taken together
created an economic base which was separate from the Abbey, yet complemented it. The
hospitals also seem to have supported a number of individual physicians, surgeons, and
barbers, and there may possibly have been a separate system of medical care for the poorer
61Gottfricd 186.
62Gottfricd 192-193; for general background see Rotha Mary Clay, The Mediceval
Hospitals o f England (New York: Barnes & Noble, Inc., 1909).
63Scc Stanley Rubin, Medieval English Medicine (New York: Barnes and Noble
Books, 1974)47,99-100.
^Gottfried 193.
65Gottfricd 193.
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citizens of the region.66 The evidence suggests that in the late middle ages. Bury St.
Edmunds' hospitals were supported by an active, medical citizenry.67
It would be hard not to imagine that a significant amount of medical information in
this community was written down for records and dissemination, though not always
preserved for any great length of time. We do know that it is not uncommon to find
medical records, prescriptions, and receipts in medieval books, often mixed with other
texts.68 Not surprisingly, medical and other scientific texts were available in the abbey
library, not only to the monastic community, but to select patrons of Bury itself.69
From all appearances, the famous abbey library at Bury St. Edmunds may have
contained as many as 2000 or more volumes and was considered among the largest in
England.70 Bury St. Edmunds was no ordinary community, and its literary interests may
have gone beyond those of a normal monastic center. According to Robert Gottfried:
Like many Benedictine houses, St. Edmunds had a sizable collection of
manuscripts, partly owing to copying and partly from purchase. The library was to
help produce several first-rank scholars from the abbey community, including the
poet Lydgate. But more significant as far as the townsfolk and the general state of
secular education and learning were concerned, the library was to become almost
a civic, public institution. As early as the twelfth century, select townsfolk were
permitted to borrow books. By the fifteenth century, their numbers had grown to
the point where records suggest that they used it more frequently than did the
monks
in the 1520s the town numbered among its merchants two booksellers.
. . . The collection was not extraordinary in its scope, but the fact that it was open
to at least the town burgesses was quite significant.71
Equally impressive were the holdings of the library. These included the usual
dcvotionals and scriptures (including the famous Bury Bible), biblical books glossed with
66Gottfricd 204-207.
67Gottfricd 207.
68 See, for example, the descriptions of contents in Manly and Rickert or in George
Pace, "The Manuscripts" The Minor Poems: Geoffrey Chaucer: A Variorum Edition o f the
Works o f Geoffrey Chaucer 5, cd. George Pace and Alfred David (Norman: U of
Oklahoma P, 1982) 22.
69Gottfricd 211; Pearsall, Lydgate, 32-33.
70Pcarsall, Lydgate, 32; Montague Rhodes James, On The Abbey o f St. Edmund
at Bury (Cambridge: Cambridge Antiquarian Society, 1895); N. R. Kcr cd., Medieval
Libraries o f Great Britain: A List o f Surviving Books, 2nd ed. (London: Offices of the
Royal Historical Society, 1964),
7lGottfried 211-212.
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centuries of commentary, collections of sermons and chronicles, works on the virtues and
vices, and, of course, works by Gregory, Jerome, Bede, and Augustine, to name but a few
of the patristic writers and their commentators. There were also a significant number of
classical and post-classical works by, among others, Ovid, Horace, Virgil, and Cicero.
Finally, there were works on mathematics, astronomy, and, of course, medicine.72 There
was even a collection of medical receipts (now known as London, British Library, MS.
4349).73 The library also had at least two Old English works: The Rule of St. Benedict
and a collection of ^Elfric's homilies.74 Surprisingly, the library had relatively few French
books. Not surprisingly, it had no English books on record, though it is not certain by any
means whether the Bury Library and others like it simply did not record English works, or
truly had none in their holdings. There is some speculation that a copy of Gower's
Confcssio Amantis was once owned by the Bury Library.75
While the abbey library may have had few if any English books, it did serve as an
anchor of interest in literature for the region. It is also possible that at least a few of the
wealthier patients in the hospitals traveled to Bury with their portable libraries, as was a
common practice. At the very least, it is possible that when Humphrey, Duke of
Gloucester, traveled to St. Edmunds (as he did on several occasions), he may have traveled
with some of his collection. It is even possible Lydgate and some of his brethren owned
books themselves, as the rules against monks owning material objects such as books were
commonly overlooked by this time.76

72PcarsaIl, Lydgate, 32-33; and Ker.
73Jamcs 68.
74Pcarsa!l, Lydgate, 33.
75Pcarsall, Lydgate, 33; G. C. Macaulay, cd., English Works o f John Gower, 2
vols. (Oxford 1901) l:cxlv.
76William Abel Pantin, Documents Illustrating the Activities o f the General and
Provincial Chapters o f the English Black Monks 1215-1540,3 vols. (London: Camden
3rd scries, 1931), 2:114; on the relative freedom of the Bury Monks sec Pearsall, Lydgate,
25-27; we might also consider the collection of books in the cell of Chaucer’s Monk as
well.
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Together, these three features of Bury St. Edmunds (the pilgrims, the patients and
their doctors, and library borrowings) demonstrate that this was a very active community in
the late fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. This was also the world in which Lydgate was
raised and trained. He had access to a wealth of literature in the library, in his cell, or by
way of the many travelers who entered the city. By extension, we know he had access to
some of Chaucer's works (as well as a great number of other authors) at the end of the
century’, or shortly thereafter, since Lydgate's works at this time are modeled on
Chaucer's, and he apparently did not meet Thomas Chaucer until 1407.
This is. of course, a far cry from suggesting that MS. Gg.4.27 was produced in
this environment. But if it were produced in this region, the first criteria would be the
availability of exemplars. The activities of the community of St. Edmunds and the region
would suggest that acquiring exemplars for a corpus such as MS. Gg.4.27 would not have
been particularly difficult. Lydgate's contributions may very well have been written there,
and the works by Chaucer may have been circulating there as well. At the very least, it is
possible that someone, in addition to Lydgate, in the region had an interest in Chaucer.
The region of Bury St. Edmunds may also lend itself to the notion that MS.
Gg.4.27 was possibly produced or influenced by foreign craftspcrsons. Several scholars
have suggested that Scribe A (whose hand is the only one until the last quire) was a foreign
scribe. Because of the "strange spellings" and other errors and because the scribe made so
many corrections otherwise, Manly and Rickert seem almost certain that he was not an
Englishman but a foreigner, possibly Flemish or Dutch.77 Parkcs and Beadle, however,
dismiss this theory based on the "peculiarly English nature of his Bastard Secretary, and
his Anglicana formata."78 Parkes and Beadle also note that most foreign scribes of the
period were much more consistent in their work than MS. Gg.4.27's and suggest that the
work here is "of a provincial scribe who was not accustomed to producing manuscripts the

77Manly and Rickert 173-178.
78Parkes and Beadle 46.
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size of this one."79 This is not to suggest that MS. Gg.4.27's scribe was inferior or
inexperienced, for he seems more comfortable working in Latin,80 and based on their study
of the orthography, Parkcs and Beadle view Scribe A as "reasonably careful and
conscientious copyist" who " understood what he was copying" despite the obvious
"lapses of concentration."81
Parkes and Beadle do offer two scenarios for such scribal characteristics. The first,
though unlikely, of these is the possibility that the scribe was old and/or infirm, though one
might question why someone in such a condition would tackle such a large project,
particularly if he were uncomfortable working in English. The second and more plausible
explanation is that the scribe was, in effect, changing the orthography and possibly the
dialect of the exemplar. Scribe A, "consciously or unconsciously,. . . made it a part of his
task to 'translate' a high proportion of the words before him into provincial forms easily
recognizable as characteristic of East Anglia in the later fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries."82 By accepting M. C. Seymour's boundaries in his study of the scribal habits
of East Anglia. Parkes and Beadle define the region as Norfolk and Suffolk counties
primarily and also the areas of Ely and west Cambridgeshire.83 This region would include
the port cities of Great Yarmouth and Ipswich as well as Cambridge, Ely, and Norwich.
Near the geographic center of this region is Bury St. Edmunds, which lies in the northwest
quadrant of Suffolk county, south of Norfolk.
This second possibility docs leave one important question unanswered. Why did
Scribe A write in an East Anglian dialect? Parkes and Beadle note that MS. Gg.4.27 is an
anomaly in this matter, for while it was not uncommon for East Anglian translations to be
made of religious books from the north, the need to do so for secular works such as

79Parkcs and Beadle 46.
80Parkcs and Beadle 46.
81Parkcs and Beadle 46-54.
82Parkcs and Beadle 54.
83M. C. Seymour, "A Fifteenth Century East Anglian Scribe," Medium AZvum 38
(1968) 166-173.
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Chaucer's from an exemplar which was probably in the increasingly standard south east
dialect is unclear.84 We are also left to wonder whether it was the scribe who decided to
copy in East Anglian or his supervisor or even a patron. Any of these could be argued
based on our assumptions of the purpose of the codex in the first place. However this
issue is approached, two facts must be kept in mind: this is a corpus of Chaucer's works in
an East Anglian Dialect, and the only other major work in the codex is by an East Anglian
poet, Lydgate. Additionally, MS. Gg.4.27 "must be placed within the context of this kind
of scribal activity, as a manuscript prepared for specifically local use in a clearly defined
region of the country.”85
If MS. Gg.4.27 is a product of the Bury community, one of the most important
questions would obviously concern the level of activity in the local scriptoria. We do know
that not only was the Bury Scriptorium still in operation,86 but that Lydgate himself had
work produced there.87 From every appearance, that scriptorium continued book
production well into the fifteenth century, producing books for the library and for the
Abbey itself. Three illuminated copies of Lydgate's the Troy Book may have been
produced there: London, British Library, MS. Cotton Augustus A.iv, and Oxford,
Bodleian Library MSS. Digby 232 and Rawlinson c.446,88 and Lydgate’s presentation
copy of the Lives of St. Edmund and St. Frcmund, London, British Library, MS. Harley
2278 is almost certainly by the scriptorium.89 And, finally, Kathleen L. Scott has argued
that the ncwly-locatcd Arundel Castle Manuscript of the Lives of St. Edmund and St.
Frcmund is also from the Bury Scriptorium.90 It is the miniatures in MS. Harley 2278
which recall those of the Vices and Virtues in MS. Gg.4.27.91 As discussed in Chapter
^Parkcs and Beadle 56.
85Parkcs and Beadle 56.
86Kcr 16-22, Kcr lists at least 20 books produced in the fifteenth century; Scott
362, n. 84.
87Pcarsa!l, Lydgate, 33.
88PearsalI, Lydgate, 33
89PcarsalI, Lydgate, 33; Edwards 17-18; Scott 337,357-360.
90Scott 362; see also Edwards 17, n.7.
9'Parkcs and Beadle 60.
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Two, MS. Gg.4.27's miniatures of the vices and virtues are unique to the period. The
similarities between these figures and the fact that Bury Library had Vices and Virtues
treatises further suggests we consider the Abbey scriptorium, or at very least the
community of Bury, as the provenance for MS. Gg.4.27.

That MS. Gg.4.27 contains

works of both Chaucer and Lydgate is not a unique feature. Even in studying manuscript
lists of Chaucer's short poems, David Pace notes that "the frequency with which Lydgate's
name occurs must strike anyone who reads through the lis t

”92 Nor is this trend

limited to MS. Gg.4.27 and the manuscripts of the shorter poems. For example, of the 83
extant manuscripts containing portions or entire witnesses of Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales,
35 contain other texts. Of these, 20 contain poems by Lydgate and several of these seem to
be tied to John Shirley, Thomas Chaucer, and Humphrey, Duke of Gloucester in some
way. Four of these manuscripts contain works of Chaucer and Lydgate exclusively:
London, British Library, MS. Additional 5140, a late fifteenth century manuscript
containing the Tales and the Siege o f Thebes', Devonshire, a mid fifteenth century book
containing the Tales and Lydgate's "Life of St. Margaret”; Cambridge, Magdalene College,
MS. Pcpys 2006, a late fifteenth century manuscript containing several poems by Chaucer
and Lydgate as well as Melibcus and the Parson's Prologue and Talc from the Tales', and
Rawlinson Poetry 223, a mid fifteenth-century book containing a mutilated Tales and a
loose fragment of Lydgate's Troy Book.93 Interestingly enough. Manly and Rickert
describe the dialects of the first three of these as well as MS. Gg.4.27 as East Midlands,
possibly placing them in the same region. Two other manuscripts contain works of
Chaucer and Lydgate and time tables; Cardigan has a chronological table to 1449 and
London, British Library, Egerton 2864 has a list of religious events to 1349.94 Likewise,

92Pacc 22.
93Manly and Rickert 1: 29,117,406, and 461.
94Manly and Rickert 1:71 and 143.
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London, British Library, MS. Harley 2382 contains Lydgate’s Testament and a variety of
other, religious works.95
Because MS. Gg.4.27 is the earliest extant manuscript of the Canterbury Tales to
also contain a work by Lydgate, it suggests that the producers of these manuscripts saw a
strong connection between Lydgate and Chaucer. While it is certainly true that
manuscripts containing works by a mixture of writers arc usually viewed as a product of
the specific book maker’s or patron's interests or even of a random collection, the number
of manuscripts involved in this case suggests that there was a stronger motivation behind
the selection. This evidence becomes all the more important when we consider the state of
Chaucer’s works, particularly the Tales, at the time of his death.
While some of the discrepancies found in Chaucer's manuscripts may be attributed
to the long lines of his poetry, his use of English, and his meter, it is obvious that there
was little control in the general production of the Tales. Pearsall notes that "the poor
quality of the majority of the Canterbury Talcs manuscripts shows . . . the consequences of
the absence o f such supervision" as Gower's.96 Thus our view of Chaucer comes from
the scribes and, more importantly, those who employed them after his death. This would
mean that our primary image of Chaucer may come from the point of view of scribes and
bookmakers who probably never knew Chaucer personally, but who may have been part of
the circle of family and friends involved in preserving his texts.
In addition to the number of manuscripts with works by both Lydgate and Chaucer,
there is another, curious, combination which may be relevant here. While many of
Chaucer’s shorter poems survive in manuscripts containing Troilus or the Tales or in
general collections, others have survived in less obvious places. Pace notes that "some
copies have reached us in ways hard to explain, in. for example, a collection of medical

95Manly and Rickert 1:245.
96Dcrck Pearsall, "Gower and Lydgate," Writers and their Work: No. 211,
Published for the British Council and the National Book League, (London: Longmans,
Green & Co., 1969) 183.
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pieces . . . [Purse in Cambridge, Gonville and Caius College, MS. 176] or along with a
tract on veterinary medicine. . . [Cambridge, Trinity College, MS. R. 14.51]."97
Accordingly, one copy of "Grisclda" from the Tales has survived in MS. Naples
XIII.B.29, which also has several leaves of medical prescriptions. Manly and Rickert
considered at least the "Griselda" portion to be "East Midland, probably from the north."98
This combination of medical data in a few Chaucer manuscripts and Lydgate in
others provides circumstantial support for the notion of Bury St. Edmunds as MS.
Gg.4.27's place of production. In fact, the late datings of many of these manuscripts
would seem to place them on the fringes of the argument if it were not for a few key points.
First, we know very little about the ways in which these manuscripts were copied, about
their exemplars (many of which may now be lost), or about how medical data were
generated, produced, and distributed.99 On the other hand, we do know quite a bit about
how Lydgate received Chaucer's works and used them in his own development. It has
even been suggested that Lydgate may have edited, glossed and/or even written
supplementary material for Chaucer's poetry.
For example, the unfinished state of the Canterbury Tales and the state of the
manuscripts which contain the pieces of that work may have made it tempting for editors,
scribes, and subscribers to find ways to complete the tcxt(s). Determining what was and
was not Chaucer's work is clouded by how little we know about him. Norman Blake
points out that we know little about Chaucer’s language and style and their development,
and that no autograph of the Tales exists for the sake of comparison,100 and most
significantly, "it may have been possible for others to imitate his language and style

97Pacc 22.
98Man!y and Rickert 367-377.
" F o r a general view, sec C. H. Talbot, Medicine in Medieval England (London:
Oldboumc Book Co., LTD, 1967) 186-197 on the development of English medical texts in
the late fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries; Talbot also suggests that, because of its
many references to health, Lydgate's (and others') translation of the Sccretutn secrctorum
may be an indication of the growing interest in medical texts, 189.
,00Blakc 46-47.
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sufficiently to deceive a modem scholar."101 Given Lydgate’s close study of Chaucer's
poetic, it would seem plausible that he might have written passages to complete or smooth
truncated texts.
In point of fact, we do know of two distinct instances when Lydgate’s interest in
Chaucer placed him at the heart of Chaucer's poetry. First is the instance when Lydgate
may have left spaces in his translation of Deguilcville’s Pelerinage de la vie humaine for
Chaucer’s An ABC, as found in two of the surviving manuscripts, which have blank
leaves where An ABC could have gone.102 This would suggest that Lydgate was
providing an English context for Chaucer’s work, that the reader might gain something
more from a "completed’’ text. If An ABC were popular in any sense, particularly among
Lydgate's audience, then making a translation of the full text available would have been
useful.
The Seige o f Thebes is Lydgate’s contribution to the Canterbury Talcs. Written
between 1420 and 1422, this 4716-line poem is possibly Lydgate's most ingenious link to
Chaucer, for, as he tells us in the prologue, Lydgate has joined the Canterbury pilgrims in
Canterbury for the return trip. At the onset of the journey, the host asks Lydgate to
contribute a talc. This Lydgate does with his detailed account of the historical siege.
Lydgate was, of course, writing this poem about twenty years after Chaucer's death and
well after he had developed his own poetic voice. Three manuscripts of the Canterbury
Tales include the Seige o f Thebes as well; these arc Cardigan (1450?), London, British
Librajy, MS. Egcrton 2864 (1460?), and Christ Church CLII (1500). Another manuscript,
London, British Library, MS. Royal 18.D.ii, of Thebes contains a portrait of the
Canterbury pilgrims and Lydgate on horseback with the city and gate of Canterbury in the

101Blakc 46.
102Dcrek Pearsall, The Life o f Geoffrey Chaucer (Oxford: Blackwell, 1992) 83.
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background. Thebes also appeared in several editions of Chaucer, including Stow's in
1561.103
Lydgate’s close ties to Chaucer, both textually and codicologically, suggest that not
only is MS. Gg.4.27 "typical" in its contents, but, as before, possibly the earliest in a
series of similar manuscripts and associations. In itself, this connection with Lydgate,
however, does not support Bury or any other East Anglian scriptorium as a production site
for MS. Gg.4.27. To do this, we must understand more about the nature of this
connection. Particularly, does this connection between Chaucer and Lydgate exist solely
on the basis of viewing Lydgate as the successor, or is there an even deeper level to this
association? To explore this possibility we need to return to Bury St. Edmunds.
Humphrey, Duke of Gloucester, is well known for his interest in books.104
Humphrey's popularity with the middle classes, a probable concern for Henry VI, who
may have believed Humphrey was poised to overthrow him, seems to have begun its fall in
1441 when his wife, Eleanor Cobham, stood trial, was convicted, and was placed in
custody for life for her involvement in a case involving the use of "magical arts against the
life of the King."105 This obviously cast a shadow on Humphrey himself, and as political
lines became more sharply defined in the following years, it was increasingly important that
Humphrey be removed from power. Thus Humphrey was summoned to appear before
parliament, not in London where his power lay, but at Bury. At the same time a rumor was
planted that Humphrey might lead a revolt, and when he entered the city to answer the
summons, he was arrested. At this point details become blurry, but conjecture suggests
that he suffered a stroke or was beaten. In any case he was taken to St. Savior's Hospital,

103Anne Hudson, "John Stow," Editing Chaucer: The Great Tradition, Paul G.
Ruggicrs, cd, (Norman: Pilgrim Books, 1984)55; Pearsall, Lydgate, 156.
I04Bcvcrly Boyd, Chaucer and the Medieval Book (San Marino: Huntington
Library, 1973) 106.
105E. F. Jacob, The Fifteenth Century: 1399-1485. (Oxford: Clarcdon Press,
1961)481-482.
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"the richest and best known of Bury’s hospitals," and it was there he died while awaiting
trial.106 Of course, several theories suggest that he was murdered at the hospital.107
Manly and Rickert have suggested it was Humphrey who commissioned
Cambridge, University Library MS. Gg.4.27.108 They note that, although there is no
record to support this, it is hard to imagine that Humphrey did not own at least some copies
of Chaucer's works.109 This, of course, brings us to the network described in the first
section of this chapter, and it links us back to the community of Bury St. Edmunds and the
Abbey itself by virtue of Lydgate.
If MS. Gg.4.27 is a production of Lydgate and his circle of patrons, it shows how
this group functioned in more detail. If it were created in the Bury region, then it tells us
more about this region’s interests in English literature. In either case, we must consider
this unique interest, for all of this would seem to suggest that MS. Gg.4.27 was produced
in the Bury region by individuals who shared an interest in English literature.

Conclusion

John H. Fisher has argued that there may have been political motivations for an interest in
English in the early fifteenth century. He suggests that there may actually have been a
policy to elevate the prestige of the English language and that "John Lydgate could be
considered the public relations agent for this policy."110 While his argument may or may
not be true, it docs recognize that Lydgate seems to have been the voice for this circle of

'“ Gottfried 200.
i°7Jacob 481-484; Boyd 106. Schirmcr calls the theories of murder "the stock
theme for all Yorkist pamphleteers," 246.
108Scymour 166; Manly and Rickert 180-181.
>“ Manly and Rickert 180.
110Fishcr, "Language," 1177.
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patrons. This is to say that this circle may have had specific goals which Lydgate was able
to verbalize for a growing audience, and in the process, Lydgate established himself as a
successor of Chaucer.
In future studies, it is important that we view Lydgate’s works in the context of his
network. We must also examine the manuscripts which contain these works for further
evidence of his talents and work. Manuscripts of Lydgate’s poetry need exhaustive
examination, for they may. among other things, present more evidence on how the network
functioned and what its specific goals were. Finally, we must always remind ourselves of
Lydgate's close ties to Bury St. Edmunds. Though he traveled and rubbed elbows with
important figures, Lydgate was always the monk of Bury.111

11'An early version of portions of this chapter was presented at the Twenty-eighth
International Congress on Medieval Studies in May 1993.
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C h a pt e r

v

MS. Gg.4.27's C o n s t r u c t io n of C h a u c e r

Cambridge, University Library. MS. Gg.4.27 is an example of early fifteenth-century
attempts to historicize Chaucer. From court poet to anti-papist to father of English
literature, Chaucer’s historical and literary positions have been largely a product of cultural
perceptions other than those of late fourteenth-century England. What we do know about
Chaucer can be traced to three basic sources: his life records, his poetry, and comments
written by other poets. The last two of these must be, by nature, suspect, because Chaucer
may have been writing through a persona1 and most references to him in other works were
written (or painted) after his death by people who may never have met him. With this in
mind, we must begin to consider the matter of how Chaucer was received and interpreted
after 1400. To begin viewing this perception, it may prove useful to contcxtualize MS.
Gg.4.27 as an example of the fifteenth century's construction of Chaucer. Chapter Five
will, therefore, explore the implications of the data generated in Chapters Three and Four.
Of particular importance will be the idea and organization of MS. Gg.4.27 as a corpus, the
order and layout of The Canterbury Tales, and the illustrations. Also, based on a recent
study of the renewed interest in writing in the English language during the early fifteenth
century,2 it may be useful to suggest future work relating MS. Gg.4.27 to this debate.

'It is still a matter of debate whether writers in Chaucer's day ever wrote from
points of view other than their own; sec John H. Fisher, The Importance o f Chaucer
(Carbondalc and Edwardsville: Southern Illinois UP, 1992) 126-127.
2John H. Fisher, "A Language Policy for Lancastrian England," PM LA 107
(1992): 1168-1180.
166
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What We Know About Chaucer

Perhaps the best place to begin considering the historical role of Chaucer is with the notion
of the royal court and Chaucer's place in it. The number of individuals in the court could
vary from fewer than fifty to several hundred. The household staff, alone, could number
as high as 450, hardly a place for the individual to make his mark. Indeed, it would seem
that the court could be seen as having two sections: those close to the king and a much
larger "outer fringe" of the courtiers.3
From this stance, V. J. Scattergood examines Chaucer's role in this court in his
essay "Literary Culture at the Court of Richard II": "it is an easy step from assuming
Chaucer wrote for the royal or aristocratic audiences to the notion that the marks of favour
he received . . . were to some extent rewards for his literary efforts."4 Scattergood traces
the notion that Chaucer was a court poet to the Cambridge, Corpus Chrisli College, MS. 61
frontispiece to Troilus and Criseyde, the famous portrait of Chaucer reading to what
appears to be a court. In fact, there is no evidence to support the idea that Chaucer was a
court poet. Not one of his life records shows that Chaucer ever received reward, payment,
or even encouragement for his literary efforts.5 It instead seems that "the positions he
attained - which were comparatively well-paid and relatively unarduous - gave him the
leisure to write."6 Scattergood also offers evidence that Chaucer's initial audience may
have been the ladies of the court and his general audience its fringes, that the central court
3J. W. Sherborne, "Aspects of English Court Culture in the Later Fourteenth
Century," English Court Culture in the Later Middle Ages, cd. V. J. Scattergood and J.
W. Sherborne (London: Gerald Duckworth & Co., Ltd., 1983) 3-5.
4V. J. Scattergood, "Literary Culture at the Court of Richard II," English Court
Culture in the Later Middle Ages, cd. V. J. Scattergood and J. W. Sherborne (London:
Gerald Duckworth & Co.. Ltd.. 1983) 30-31.
5F. R. H. Du Boulay, "The Historical Chaucer," Geoffrey Chaucer, cd. Derek
Brewer (Ohio UP. 1975) 49-57.
6Scattcrgood 32.
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does not appear to have read much Chaucer at all, and that writing in English at that lime
may have been "avant garde."1 John H. Fisher calls writing English poetry for a Frenchspeaking court an act of courage.8 Fisher even suggests that Chaucer probably thought of
himself as a civil servant, and not as a poet at all.9
This Chaucer is quite different from that of the traditional narrative of a court poet;
that is one who receives rewards and sustained support from the court for his literary
endeavors. As such, new questions are raised. What impact, say, does this evidence have
on textual interpretation? What does this say about the poets Lydgate and Gower as
contemporaries? More specifically, what docs this say about the unfinished Canterbury>
Tales'? Is it possible, since it was a work in progress, that the Canterbury Tales were never
widely known during his lifetime? That the Talcs emerged after his death and only in
forms which those who controlled them would allow? The chains of questions which
emerge from this perspective seem endless, but they do point toward two conclusions.
First, Chaucer was known as a poet in his lifetime by at least his family, a circle of friends,
other poets, and to some extent the court itself, but his works were not widely circulated.
Fisher says, "We have ample evidence that [Chaucer's] writing was admired by his
contemporaries, but wc have equal evidence that it was received gingerly."10 Second, it
seems possible that the image of Chaucer as a court poet may have its roots in the
construction of him done in the early fifteenth century.
MS. Gg.4.27 may very well be one of the first books to illustrate the shift of the
perception of Chaucer as a court servant to Chaucer the poet; this change in perception
may, in turn, have contributed to the creation of a narrative of Chaucer, the court poet.
This is particularly true in the sense that MS. Gg.4.27 is viewed as inferior in both its texts
and illustrations. As Seth Lcrcr states "a manuscript of a given work can represent,

7Scattcrgood 36-38.
8Fishcr, Importance. 1,
9Fishcr, "Language," 781-783.
,0Fishcr .Importance, 1.
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potentially, a critical reading of that work, and in manuscripts which arc considered
textually unreliable we may find evidence for the critical interpretation of Chaucer's
poetry."11 Lercr applies this method of consideration to Huntington Library MS. HM 140
and the Helmingham MS. (Princeton. University Library, MS. 100) to determine scribal
editing and rewriting of the Clerk's Tale. He argues that the scribes set about to rewrite
certain scenes to fit fifteenth-century expectations and tastes. In other words, due to the
many variations in the manuscripts, we must consider that, to a lesser or greater extent,
scribes were editorializing. Thus it is possible that the scribes and/or their employers were
the first critics to present Chaucer as a court poet. This may be true in both texts and
illustrations.

MS. Gg.4.27's Reception of Chaucer

The Illustrations

The illustrations in MS. Gg.4.27 may be important to our understanding of how Chaucer's
texts in that book were received; it is, after all, the single greatest fifteenth-century addition
to those works since the time of Chaucer's death. While Ellesmere, too, has miniatures of
the pilgrims, and CCCC MS, 61 has a full page painting at the beginning of Troilus and
Criseyde, MS. Gg.4.27 had a full set of miniatures for the pilgrims, miniatures of the
Virtues and Vices, and possibly two or three full-pagc paintings. Additionally, as MS.
Gg.4.27 contains several works, its creators made decisions about which works received
paintings and miniatures, and which ones did not. Likewise, decisions were made about
other decorations throughout the manuscript. In short, MS. Gg.4.27 is a corpus of not
1'Seth Lercr, "Rewriting Chaucer: Two Fifteenth-Century Readings of the
Canterbury Tales," Viator: Medieval and Renaissance Studies, 19, The Center for
Medieval and Renaissance Studies (Berkeley: U of California P, 1988) 311.
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only the texts themselves, but the artistic reception of those texts as well. I will examine
this artistic reception in the following paragraphs by focusing upon, in order, the
miniatures, the possibility of a portrait of Chaucer, and, finally, the possibility of full-pagc
paintings at the head of Troilus and the Tales.
The pilgrims and particularly their horses in MS. Gg.4.27's miniatures have been
described as odd and misshapen (these, of course, are the Reeve, the Cook, the Wife of
Bath, the Pardoner, the Monk, and the Manciple). Most notably, Margaret Rickert states
that the pilgrims are superficial in their modeling, and their horses are "almost modernistic
in their distortion of form."12 She goes on to describe the Manciple and Monk’s horses as
"queer and misshapen.”12 There arc three aspects of this perspective which must be
addressed. First of all, the figures do, of course, have a very different appearance in the
manuscript than they do in the facsimile, the microfilm, or Fumivall's woodcuts. In the
microfilm and woodcuts, we lose the colors, and even in the color plates of the facsimile
we lose a sense of depth and context. The highlights and subtle details which give the
miniatures their depth arc simply lost in the photos, and their context is lost because of their
placement in the codex itself. The figures simply seem natural to their codex and to the
specific leaves upon which they were painted.14 Even good color plates arc still modem
representations in a modem book. John Berger states, "A drawing contains the time of its
own making, and this means that it possesses its own time, independent of the living time
of what it portrays."15 Photographs cannot reproduce that quality. It is the same as seeing
a painting for the first time, after admiring (or hating) the prints for years. The real thing is
something else altogether.
12Margarct Rickert, "Illumination," The Text o f the Canterbury Talcs, vol. 1
(Chicago: U of Chicago P. 1940) 597-598.
13M. Rickert 598.
14Thc miniature of the Wife of Bath, for example, is on a leaf which is thinner than
most in the codex; indeed, the leaf has small wrinkles. The wrinkles and opaque vellum
are as much as part of the illustration as the paint itself, yet they arc virtually unnoticablc in
the microfilm and facsimile.
15John Berger, "Appearances," Another Way o f Telling, John Berger and Jean
Mohr (New York: Pantheon Books, 1982) 95.
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Thus we must abandon our modem sensibilities of what a horse should look like,
and try to determine if this is how the early fifteenth century thought a horse should look
and, more importantly, in what context. For example, when Margaret Rickert describes the
Manciple's horse as misshapen, it is not clear if she is viewing it from a modem
perspective or attempting to view it from a medieval one. It is possible, given her
descriptions, she is, in part, making a general comparison to other manuscripts, particularly
Ellesmere.16 Such a comparison assumes two things; it assumes that the other manuscripts
were aesthetically superior in some way, and it assumes that those who produced the
manuscripts were in agreement on the context for the art. In comparing the miniatures in
MS. Gg.4.27 to Ellesmere, for example, we often assume that Ellesmere's art is superior
for its naturalism and its sense of narrative without fully understanding how important or
unimportant those features may have been in the early fifteenth century. Far more
dangerous, however, is that in making such a comparison in the first place, we are
assuming that the editors of MS. Gg.4.27 and Ellesmere interpreted the text of the
Canterbury Tales in the same way, and this is far from certain.
Next, we must consider that the miniatures in MS. Gg.4.27 arc individualized
figures. Indeed, the manner of this individualization would seem to indicate that MS.
Gg.4.27 and Ellesmere's editors had very different ideas about the meaning of the Tales.
To understand this we must briefly look again at each of MS. Gg.4.27's pilgrims.
In the manuscript the Reeve (folio 185r) appears to be a sincere and down-to-earth
fellow. His stance is proud if a bit tired from age and hard work. His eyes and hands
(with very long fingers) illustrate a man who has seen it all and who cannot be cheated in a
business full of cheats. The Reeve's horse fits this image as well; it is a short-legged work
horse with a long, slender neck. The fact that the Reeve’s head pops up through the border
and heading, coupled with the tight fit of the miniature on the page, creates a sense of
compactness which, planned or not, contributes to his humble appearance. It also
l6M. Rickert 598; sec also my discussion of the Cook below and in Chapter Three.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

172
contributes to a slight sense of exaggeration in the artistry of this figure. The fingers may
be a bit too long, the stockings too red for the context of his occupation, dress, and horse,
and the horse itself may be a bit too squat, for our tastes. It is in these details that we arc
tempted to reconsider whether Margaret Rickert was not right after all. It is a perplexing
problem; on the one hand these are individualized portraits, on the other hand they are
misshapen. This merely underscores the same problem.
Rickert used the Cook (folio 193v) as the basis of comparison with other
manuscripts (see Chapter Three). In shape (or misshape?) the Cook's horse is similar to
the Reeve's, only its legs arc even shorter, more exaggerated.17 At the same time, details
such as the fur collar on the cook's cloak and the shading in the horse’s mane suggest that
the anist(s) made careful and subtle decisions in their presentation. Indeed, it is the
juxtaposition of the fine details with the exaggerations which we find amusing about these
miniatures, and the Cook's is a good example. Chaucer has given the Cook of London, in
terms of description and talc, the least attention of any of the pilgrims who tell tales, yet the
miniature affords the Cook a wealth of detail and attention. And, as if to call attention to
this scheme, the lowly Cook has the most embellished pen border of the extant pilgrims.
While his horse reflects the status of its rider and seems to affirm individualization in MS.
Gg.4.27's miniatures, the exaggerated border creates an ironic frame for this image.
It is interesting that the Wife of Bath (folio 222r) seems to reverse the image of the
Cook of London. For one thing they both hold whips, yet his is casually lying on his
shoulder, while the Wife holds hers aloft, ready for use. Indeed, the sour expression on
her horse's face suggests she has already used it. She is, of course, in control. Still,
compared to the other extant figures, the Wife of Bath's painting seems almost unfinished
in terms of shading. There arc plenty of details; she has an individualized and gentle face,
there is a gold clasp or design at the neck of her cloak, and there is shading on her horse. It
is the cloak itself which seems unfinished.
17M. Rickert calls the cook's horse the "worst" of the extant miniatures, 598.
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The drapery and shading in the Pardoner's cloak (folio 305r) are well defined, as
arc many other details; for example, we can see the lines in the palm of his left hand, the
same hand which holds a pardon (perhaps ironically, to this point, the other pilgrims have
held up their right hands). Once again, we have a horse which seems to reflect the status of
its rider - it is medium-sized and the front half appears healthy - but its rump and rear legs
are so misshapen, we are forced to wonder at such an exaggeration. Even more amazingly,
the horse has a somewhat somber and even introspective look in its eyes. It seems hard to
imagine that the artist who created such an expression on the horse's face could not have
done better by its rear end.18 Equally notable is the image of the horse's face compared to
that of the Pardoner; the Pardoner is almost expressionless. Of the extant pilgrims, the
Pardoner and his horse are the only pair who do not seem to be at one.
The Monk and his horse (folio 352r) are a dark pair. The monk is draped in a dark
brown cloak, and his face is covered by the wide brim of his black hat. His brown horse
has dark shadings and a mean expression in its eyes. M. Rickert notes the expressive eyes
in the horses are a "strange mixture of the human and the brute which is both grotesque and
appealing."19 Because the cloak drapes across the back of the horse, the pair seem to be
one entity. They also seem well suited to the scries of tragedies which the Monk shares in
his talc. And, though his horse is also misshapen, there is a sense of exaggeration in this
pair as well. They arc not tragedy personified; they arc tragedy personalized. The Monk
and his horse arc taking things a bit too seriously. They are focused on all that is wrong
with humankind; the Monk presents tragedy after tragedy, moral after moral, but never
offers any real hope of redemption. We should recall that the Monk's Talc comes just after
Chaucer's own talcs, and, too, that even the Knight cannot listen to this litany of tragedies,
and he interrupts the Monk.

I8M. Rickert calls the Pardoner's horse "The best of them," 598.
19M. Rickert 598.
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The Manciple's horse (folio 395r) is by far the most misshapen (and laughable) of
the extant pilgrims. It has the appearance of being a fine, strong horse, while at the same
tine it appears to be on the verge of losing its footing. There is a sense of pride in the way
it holds its shoulders, yet the wavy strands of its mane seem to contradict such a statement.
The Manciple’s own features are delicate and fine to an extreme. On the one hand he looks
as we might expect a meticulous steward of a college to look, yet he is a somewhat
effeminate parody of that position.
These contrasts and exaggerations can hardly be the work of second-rate artists, yet
there is something different about them. In his discussion of the art in Chaucer
manuscripts, V. A. Kolvc states that the MS. Gg.4.27 miniatures have "a peculiar energy
all their own."20 The artists have suggested the social class or status of each pilgrim while
also creating a parody or even a satire of that pilgrim. I am not alone in this perception of
the use of satire in MS. Gg.4.27. Beverly Boyd notes, "these pictures, while far from the
quality of the Ellesmere drawings, need not be described as poor, for they have the
appearance of satire, especially the horses."21 When we interpret MS. Gg.4.27's pilgrim
miniatures as satirical, or at very least parodical, we can resolve, to some degree, the
problem of "misshapen" and poorly modeled horses. It also explains, I think, the "peculiar
energy" of the figures. The artists were attempting to be humorous. They wanted us to
smile at these images of the Cook and Manciple. They wanted us to sec a self-involved
Monk. While Ellesmere's artists seemed intent on faithful representations of the
description in the General Prologue, MS. Gg.4.27’s artists focused much of their attention
upon the satire they found in the texts. This in turn explains why MS. Gg.4.27's
miniatures do not always fit their descriptions; the artists were taking liberties with the

20V. A. Kolvc, "Chaucer and the Visual Arts," Geoffery Chaucer, cd. Derek
Brewer (Ohio UP, 1975) 294.
2IBcverly Boyd, Chaucer and the Medieval Book (San Marino; Huntington
Library, 1973)40.
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specific descriptions in favor of the general humor. In short, MS. Gg.4.27's artists and
their supervisors were receiving the Canterbury Tales very differently than Ellesmere’s.
In understanding and evaluating the presentation of individual status and satire in
MS. Gg.4.27, it is unfortunate that we are missing the miniature of the Knight. We would
expect to find him seated on a fine looking steed, at least in our traditional understanding of
the Knight's role in the Tales. However, if MS. Gg.4.27's image of the horse were a
poor-looking beast, it would support the view that MS. Gg.4.27's artists were being
parodical and/or satirical. This in turn could support Terry Jones's argument that the
Knight's Talc is a satire. Since 1 will be alluding to Jones's interpretation throughout the
rest of this chapter, we should recall that he goes to great length to demonstrate that, in the
General Prologue, Chaucer is describing not a chivalric knight, but a cold-blooded
mercenary. Jones further argues that when viewed in this way, the Knight's TaJc becomes
a wicked piece of satire by a sanctioned murderer
. . . the main problem which The Knight's Tale poses for its critics lies in
the character of the Knight who is telling it. As soon as one avoids the
assumption that the Knight is an idealized Christian warrior who represents
Chaucer's own personal philosophy, the whole poem begins to fit into place.
Areas which formerly seemed illogical, banal or simply boring arc suddenly
invested with meaning and wit.22

While Jones’s argument has generated some spirited discussion,23 heated debates, and
flat-out rejection,24 one of the several reasons it has not been widely embraced is there
seems to be no evidence beyond his own interpretation of both the texts and history. It
22Tcrry Jones, Chaucer's Knight; The Portrait o f a Medieval Mercenary (Baton
Rouge: Louisiana State UP, 1980) 145.
23As recently as March and April 1995, there were public postings on the element
of satire and/or parody in the Knight's Talc and its sources on the "Chaucer Discussion
Group," Chauccmet, CHAUCER@UICVM.UIC.EDU.
wScc also David Acrs, Chaucer, Langland, and the Creative Imagination (London:
Routlcdgc and Kcgan Paul, 1980); for arguments opposing Jones's, sec Maurice Keen,
"Chaucer’s Knight, the English Aristocracy and the Crusade," English Court Culture in the
Later Middle Ages, cd. V. J. Scattergood and J. W. Sherborne (London: Gerald
Duckworth & Co., Ltd., 1983) and Derek Pearsall, The Life o f Geoffrey Chaucer
(Cambridge: Blackwell, 1992)42-46.
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needs additional evidence that Chaucer or someone close to him, or at very least someone
from the period, viewed the Knight in this way. Jill Mann's view of the Knight tends to
pull the image of the Knight back to a middle ground; she suggests that the extensive
details in Chaucer's description of the Knight arc meant to demonstrate the extent of his
professional specialties.25 Mann further suggests that based on the description, the
Knight's role "is merely to fight, win, and move on. One might say that his campaigns
have a religious character, but not a religious aim,”26 thus, he becomes somewhat of a
stereotype27 rather than the satirical figure Jones presents. And while the miniatures in
MS. Gg.4.27 fail to support Jones's interpretations of the Knight, they do demonstrate the
sort o f solid evidence needed for such an interpretation, for MS. Gg.4.27's extant
miniatures do parody the more serious Monk and the Pardoner as well as the already
laughable Reeve, Cook, Wife of Bath, and Manciple.
The surviving three pairs of miniatures of the Virtues and Vices (folios 416r, 432r,
and 433r) present another facet of MS. Gg.4.27's illustrations. Here, not surprisingly, the
anists have dropped the parodical aspects of their work, while at the same time creating,
perhaps for the first and only time in Chaucer manuscripts, allegorical images of these
pairs.28 Parkcs and Beadle note that while there is a rich tradition of this sort of
iconography, the figure of Lechery is rare to English manuscript art. "The earliest
generally datable instance of the figure in a manuscript is that which was added in the
margins of Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Douce 104, a copy of the C-tcxt of Piers
Plowman written in 1427 ----- "29 This, of course, means that the figure of Lechery in the
^Jill Mann, Chaucer and Medieval Estates Satire: The Literature o f Social Classes
and the General Prologue to the Canterbury Talcs (Cambridge UP, 1973) 11-13,115.
26Mann 115.
27Mann 14.
28M. B. Parkcs and Richard Beadle, "Commentary," The Poetical works o f
Geoffrey Chaucer: A Facsimile o f Cambridge University Library MS Gg.4.27, 3 vols.
(Cambridge: D. S. Brewer, 1979) 59. For a detailed discussion of MS. Gg.4.27's Virtues
and Vices, sec also Denise Adcll Barnes, "An Early Fifteenth-Century Reading of
Chaucer's Canterbury Tales-. The Images of Cambridge University Library, MS GG 4.27,"
(Thesis, U of Texas at Austin, 1990).
29Parkcs and Beadle 59.
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Piers Plowman manuscript is contemporary with MS. Gg.4.27’s, though probably coming
just before it. It is also notable that, while MS. Gg.4.27’s figures are not satirical, they
come in the sermon which is the Parson's Tale, a tale which redeems and answers the less
than holy actions and tales of the other ecclesiastical pilgrims. Likewise, the contemporary
figure of Lechery in MS. Douce 104 appears in a text which is also vety critical of the
clergy in the fourteenth century. This suggests that the MS. Gg.4.27 artists were not alone
in their iconographical representation and interest in this subject. Nor were they alone in
their reception of fourteenth-century texts on the subject.
There is enough difference between the miniatures of the pilgrims and of the Virtues
and Vices to suggest the use of different iconographical traditions.30 Parkcs and Beadle
also note that there arc differences between the styles, placement, and proportions of the
seated Vices and the standing Virtues suggesting that they, too, come from different
iconographical traditions or models, and that by extension this suggests two levels of
conflation.31 This relatively involved process of illustrating the manuscript juxtaposed
with the change from satire to serious representations suggests that there was an intense
interest in how to present the Canterbury Tales to readers of this manuscript,32 particularly
when this evidence is compared to what might have existed on some of the missing leaves.
It seems almost certain that a miniature of Chaucer once existed in MS. Gg.4.27.
As described in Chapter Two, there would have been sufficient space for a miniature of
Chaucer on the now missing folio 325v, just prior to his Tale of Mclibce. Indeed, it is
probable that only the last nine lines of the Words of the Host on SirThopas would have
appeared on the top of folio 325v, leaving more space than is allowed the extant miniatures.
There is, unfortunately, no evidence of decoration on the remaining stubs; thus it is likely

30Parkcs and Beadle 59.
3'Parkcs and Beadle 59.
32Whilc they arc not in total agreement on the number of artists, Parkes and Bcedlc,
and M. Rickert do agree that the same artist involved in the extant Virtues and Vices also
painted at least one of the pilgrims (the Monk); sec Parkcs and Beadle 59-60; M. Rickert
574-575, 597.
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that the miniature of Chaucer was similar to the ones which have survived. There is,
however, some evidence that this miniature might have been more ornamented than the
others. On folio 259r, where the words "Lenvoy Dc Chaucer" appear in The Clerk’s Tale,
an illuminated initial with red and brown paint is located at the beginning of the next stanza.
This suggests that some extra attention may have been paid to the author, and we might
suspect that this occurred in his miniature as well.
Beyond this, there is also evidence that one, and possibly two, full-page paintings
once existed in MS. Gg.4.27. To summarize material presented in Chapter Two, Quire XI
is missing five leaves, two of which were singletons added to a full quire of twelve leaves
(the normal size in MS. Gg.4.27) for a total of fourteen leaves. These arc folios 127, 128,
129,130 (singleton), and 131 (singleton). Troilus and Criseyde probably ended on folio
129r. Folios 129v and 130r are a mystery. On the remaining stub of folio 130v is some
painting which appears to be a pillar or column. The folio was cut so that the right half of
the column remains. The top of the column is very close to the upper edge of the folio, and
it extends down to within 7 cm of the bottom, suggesting a full-page painting. All the more
interesting is the fact that the column, grcenish-bluc and possibly in water color, falls on
the verso of the first singleton. It is tempting to suppose that the finished painting was
inserted into the quire, but other evidence in the quire suggests the opposite.
Henry Bradshaw notes that he also observed traces of art on the recto of folio 131
suggesting another full page painting, possibly a continuation of the first just prior to the
Canterbury Tales.33 However, neither Parkcs and Beadle nor I have found any traces on
the stub of leaf 131,34 Be that as it may, folio 131 is a singleton (the second) which almost
certainly contained the first 36 lines of the General Prologue on the verso. Therefore, it is
not at all clear whether the singletons were added before or after the illustrations were done
or before or after the text was written. It docs suggest a high degree of planning, and,

33Bradshaw Papers, Cambridge, University Library, Box Three.
34Parkcs and Beadle 59.
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because the miniatures come just before the Tales, it seems likely that this was yet another
artistic reception of that text. We could speculate endlessly on what may have appeared on
these and the other missing leaves in this quire, but, as Parkcs and Beadle point out, "the
range of possibilities [is] beyond the scope of profitable speculation."35
The same may also be said of folio 12 in Quire I. Because it falls just prior to
Troilus, it is tempting to suggest that some sort of image stood there as well, particularly
since there is a precedent for such in the CCCC MS. 61, the only extant Chaucer
manuscript with a full-page painting. There is, however, no evidence of an illustration on
the stub of folio 12 to support such a theory. The only thing which may be reasonably
supposed about possible illustrations on any of these leaves discussed here is that it seems
unlikely, though not impossible, that there would have been another portrait of Chaucer,
since a miniature of him probably appeared on folio 325v.
We are left, then, with the miniatures of six pilgrims and three pairs of Virtues and
Vices. These seem to suggest two aspects of a reception of Chaucer's Canterbury Tales,
one of parody in the pilgrims and one of moral obligation in the Virtues and Vices. If the
painting on folio 130v were done in water color and we knew at least what it contained, we
might even claim that the MS. Gg.4.27 artists were presenting the Tales on three levels. In
the final analysis, however, the paintings in this manuscript arc important in and of
themselves. We may easily debate the number of artists, their faithfulness to the text, their
aesthetic judgments, their reception, and even their talent, and, while our conclusions on
these issues arc certainly important to our understanding of the manuscript itself, the fact
that the paintings are there in the first place is a significant feature. That is, pictures are
pictures, and text is text. How one chooses to combine, juxtapose, or distribute those two
elements (if at all) is what gives the book its fundamental shape.36 That Ellesmere and MS.

35Parkcs and Beadle 59.
36For a detailed account of patrons and their contracts for manuscript illustrations,
sec Jonathan J. G. Alexander, Medieval Illuminators and Their Methods o f Work (New
Haven: Yale UP, 1992)52-71.
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Gg.4.27 arc among the earliest o f the extant Canterbury Tales manuscripts and are also the
only ones to have contained a complete set of miniatures, suggests, to me at least, that the
early editors of the Tales in these two books were concerned with presenting the text in a
rich, deluxe manner. That MS. Gg.4.27's editor allowed for so much space for the
miniatures, used many illuminated borders and other decorations, and may have included
fuil-pagc paintings and/or portraits suggests, not a book superior to Ellesmere, but one
which emphasizes the importance of the unfinished Tales, one which draws the body of the
texts together with its decorations, and one that thus made a significant contribution to the
image of Chaucer as a poet. As an edition of Chaucer's poetry and Chaucerian poetry,
MS. Gg.4.27 anthologizes and, therefore, constructs a more or less "complete" Chaucer.37
In terms of the manuscript as a corpus, the illustrations suggest a focus on the
Tales, since it is only in the part o f the book containing Tales that we find miniatures or
traces of other paintings. One might argue that if the manuscript were produced over a long
period of time, then artists may not have always been available for other works. Still,
another aspect of the decoration suggests this decision was actually an aesthetic one. The
last illuminated border in MS. Gg.4.27 is on folio 48 lr at the beginning of the Parliament
o f Fowls (the last traces of such a border on the stubs is on folio 428r). The Temple o f
Glas, the only major work not by Chaucer, which begins on 4 9 lr, has no illumination of
any sort, only pen flourishes. Nor is there illumination for the minor, non-Chauccrian
poems in the first quire. This would seem to suggest that at least on some basic level the
creators of MS. Gg.4.27 were making judgments about the value of the texts and poets
they chose to include in this codex. This in turn supports my earlier argument that the
artists were interpreting the various levels of humor they found in the text.

37M. C. Seymour suggests that MS. Gg.4.27’s attempt at a "complete" Chaucer
may actually have developed from attempts at a "complete" Tales as found in the Hengwrt
and Ellesmere Manuscripts; he also notes that contemporary to MS. Gg.4.27 is a
"complete" Hocclcvc manuscript (Edinburgh, Bibliographical Society Library, MS. IV),
"Notes ct Matcriaux," Scriptorium: International Review o f Manuscript Studies 46 (1992)
117
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MS. Gg.4.27'S Texts
Instead of prioritizing a specific Canterbury Tales manuscript over the others, it may be
best to consider the perspective each manuscript offers us of Chaucer’s reception in the
fifteenth century.38 For example, Hengwrt offers us a relatively unedited assembly of the
Tales, while Ellesmere offers us the Tales in a heavily edited yet completed presentation,39
and MS. Gg.4.27 offers us the Tales as part of an attempt to collect a large body of
Chaucer's works. Indeed, if the illustrations in MS. Gg.4.27 are any indication, as I
suggest above, it would seem that MS. Gg.4.27's version of the Canterbury Tales was to
be the focal point of the codex.
One problem here, of course, is the placement of the Tales, not at a focal point at
the beginning or end, but in the middle. Indeed, the copying of the manuscript may have
taken considerable time, and, beyond the first gathering, the order of the texts may actually
represent the order in which exemplars became available. The most important feature of the
design of MS. Gg.4.27 is the fact that after Troilus starts at the beginning of the second
quire, every other work in the book begins within the same quire in which the previous
work ended. Parkcs and Beadle theorize that "if the scribe had been a resident in some
remote location while producing this copy it would explain the opportunity for what seems
to have been a long drawn out process of production

',40 They support this theory by

considering the time it would have taken to collect exemplars, make extensive corrections,
and alter the text to an East Anglian dialect form, and by considering the inconsistencies,
conflation, and provincial nature of the illustrations. The order of the texts not only
supports this as well, but suggests aspects of the reasons (and thus reception) for the
creation of this book.

38For my argument for this point, sec the Conclusion of Chapter Three.
39Parkes and Beadle 42.
40Parkcs and Beadle 64.
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It is certainly likely that Troilus and Criseyde, The Canterbury Tales, The Legend
o f Good Women, and The Parliament o f Fowls were copied consecutively, probably as
exemplars became available. Thus only minor, if any, attention could be given to the
placement of the works; therefore, the illustration and decorations were intended to help
illustrate the importance of passages and poems. Still, Quire I in this scenario represents a
problem. Why were these five poems collected in one gathering? Certainly, these were
also focused on Chaucer. The first three, "An ABC,” “Lcnvoy dc Chaucer a Scogan," and
"Truth,” are all by Chaucer, and the remaining ones. ‘The Bird's Praise of Love” and “Dc
Amico as amicam; Responsio," are Chaucerian in nature. Given the probability that MS.
Gg.4.27 was prepared as exemplars became available (see Chapter Two), we might expect
to see these distributed throughout the codex. That they are not suggests at least three
possibilities: the exemplars became available at the same time, there was an exemplar
containing all five poems, or the persons responsible for creating MS. Gg.4.27 collected
those poems in a separate gathering during the copying of the other texts. While each
possibility supports the theory that MS. Gg.4.27 was meant to focus on Chaucer's works,
the possibility that the scribes were collecting minor poems during the copying further
suggests that MS. Gg.4.27's creators set out to achieve such a corpus from the early stages
or even the beginning of work.
In addition to the order of the texts, there arc two other aspects of ordering in MS.
Gg.4.27 which should be noted here as well: the order of the Tales and the order of
tragedies in the Monk's Talc. As discussed before, the order of the Canterbury Talcs in
MS. Gg.4.27 is, with the exception of the lost leaves, identical to that of Ellesmere and
thus one of the "Type a" manuscripts.41 This ordering, of course, figures largely in
arguments about extant and lost exemplars and the lost archetype (if it ever existed in any
organized condition). For our purposes here, however, it is most fruitful to sec MS.
Gg.4.27 as a relative of Ellesmere in the sense of its order and miniatures. Likewise, MS.
41Scc Robert Campbell's 1929 chart in Manly and Rickert, vol. 2.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

183
Gg.4.27, for all its editing, its order, and its dialect, is far removed from the text we find in
Hengwrt.
The Monk's Tale in MS. Gg.4.27 is not in the generally accepted order which is
found in the Riverside Edition. There are seventeen tragedies which constitute the Monk’s
Tale. In MS. Gg.4.27, the four modem instances, De Petro Rege Ispannic, De Petro Rege
de Cipro, De Bamabo de Lumdardia, and De Hugelino Comite de Pize. have been moved
from the position between Cenobia and Nero to the end of the Tale. This is, interestingly
enough, the same order found in both the Ellesmere and Hengwrt manuscripts. The fact
that this order is found in three early Chaucer manuscripts, each with different editorial
concerns, is important. While Hengwrt's overall Talc order docs not agree with that of
Ellesmere and MS. Gg.4.27, the order of tragedies in The Monk's Talc does. This
establishes a constant in manuscripts which otherwise have major variations. This is not to
suggest these manuscripts present the order of an archetype, but rather there may have been
some editorial interest in this order.
MS. Gg.4.27 also contains the Legend o f Good Women with a unique Prologue.
Although this prologue is often considered Chaucer’s revision, there is no reason to reject
other possibilities, including that the revision was made by MS. Gg.4.27's producers.
Norman Blake makes this suggestion as well. "The early date of MS. Gg.4.27 as
compared with the other manuscripts in which this poem survives could mean that the
references to the court in the prologue were still considered sufficiently relevant to merit
adaptation to different political circumstances."42 Blake docs not elaborate on these
"political circumstances,” but it is possible to sec a potential for such in the removal of lines
about the Queen. On one hand wc can view the removal of the reference to the Queen Anne
and the royal manors as an almost romantic reaction to her death in 1394, as Fisher

42N. F. Blake, The Textual Tradition o f the Canterbury Talcs (London: Edward
Arnold, 1985) 186; Seymour calls it a "posthumously revised prologue," 117.
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suggests;43 on the other hand, if the lines were deleted by MS. Gg.4.27’s editors, the
revision could be seen as a critical commentary of Richard, the lavishness of the manors,
and his extravagant decision to tear down one of the manors (Shenc House) after the
Queen's death. Given MS. Gg.4.27's dialect and that Chaucer's readers were not the
central court but the professionals on its fringes, Richard’s decision may have seemed
unwarranted. If, then, MS. Gg.4.27’s Prologue to Legend o f Good Women were
politically motivated, and if the Canterbury Tales were received as parody, sometimes with
a political edge, then the creation of this manuscript may have had, at least in part, some
political underpinning as well.

MS. Gg.4.27 As a Corpus of Chaucer's Works

Only six manuscripts of Chaucer's work were produced between 1400 and 1420, and a
total of only twenty-one before 1440.44 This would seem to indicate a slow interest in
Chaucer after his death, once again pointing to an initially small center of interest. But by
the time Caxton printed The Parliament o f Fowls in 1477 or 1478, this had changed.
Bennett's English Books and Readers suggests that by the time Caxton was printing, any
well-educated man would want works by Chaucer, Gower, and Lydgate on his
bookshelves, and that Caxton was responding to that need by printing such works 45 By
this time, of course, Chaucer, the court poet, had been created through text and portrait. In
other words, the popularity of the Tales (and perhaps Chaucer himself) apparently grew
from the interests of a small group to a marketable product over a period of about 80 years.
43John H. Fisher, cd., The Complete Poetry and Prose o f Geoffrey Chaucer (New
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1977) 620 and 630.
^Charles A. Owen, The Manuscripts o f the Canterbury Tales, Chaucer Studies 17
(Woodbridge, Suffolk, and Rochester: Boydell & Brewer, 1991) 2; Owen's study here is
based largely on Manly and Rickcrt's datings.
45H. S. Bennett, English Books and Readers: 1475 to 1557 (Cambridge UP, 1952,
1969) 146.
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MS. Gg.4.27's most important feature may be the fact that it is an extensive
collection of Chaucer’s works done before there was any broad interest in his works. This
suggests a number of things in itself. A collection such as this points to a reception of
Chaucer as a literary artist on some level, whether as poet, social commentator, or moralist.
Chaucer may not have seen himself in any of these roles, but MS. Gg.4.27's creators
certainly did. By collecting, editing, changing the dialect, and providing illustrations, MS.
Gg.4.27’s editors were establishing the literary value of Chaucer in a way no other extant
manuscript has done. If, to borrow from archeology, we view the various poems Chaucer
wrote as artifacts, then their values arc relative, to some extent, only to themselves. A
manuscript of the Legend o f Good Women might be compared to another manuscript
containing The Parliament o f Fowls, but we arc comparing two different books probably
produced at different times by different people and/or under different circumstances. If,
however, someone assembles these artifacts in one place, in one context, then we may
compare these artifacts from one perspective. We may question the choice of artifacts, their
placement, and their context, but even then we must do it from the perspective we are
presented. The assembly of Chaucer's poems in MS. Gg.4.27 is a fine example. The
collection itself becomes text. In his discussion on surrealism in ethnography, James
Clifford notes, "the procedures of (a) cutting out and (b) assemblage are of course basic to
any scmiotic message; here they are the message."46 Similarly Clifford notes that a
collection of "art is art in any museum.”47 We can restate this view: texts arc literature in
any anthology. Indeed, anthologies arc, in part, the result of the movement to canonize
those texts. Seth Lercr notes that there are two parts to the canonization of Chaucer's texts
in the fifteenth century: the authorization of texts and the assembly of manuscripts, and the

46Jamcs Clifford, The Predicament o f Culture: Twentieth-Century Ethnography,
Literature, and Art (Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1988) 146.
47Clifford 206.
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act of "selecting from the body of Chaucerian production certain narratives and genres that
exemplify the poet's social role.”48 MS. Gg.4.27 fulfills both parts of this canonization.
In Chapter Four. 1 outlined the possibility that MS. Gg.4.27 was the production of
a close group of Chaucer's family and their friends and associations, a group which,
according to Fisher, may also have had an interest in preserving and/or developing the
English language.49 Whether MS. Gg.4.27 is the product of this circle is obviously
debatable. As a corpus, MS. Gg.4.27 might have been produced as a learning tool of
poetry, of Chaucer's works, and/or writing; this certainly would have been useful for
Lydgate. Because of its physical shape and dialect it may have been created to be read
aloud at informal social activities as Parkcs and Beadle suggest.50 It may be a combination
of these possibilities, or there may even be other reasons, but by virtue of its dialect, MS.
Gg.4.27 may also suggest some political reasons, particularly in regard to the parody
found in the Canterbury Tales and the revision of the Prologue to the Legend o f Good
Women.
The political events in the late fourteenth and fifteenth centuries were also a part of
the recreation of Chaucer. There was. of course, the English Rising of 1381.51 The year
of Chaucer's death also marked the fall of Richard II and the Lancastrian accession. If
Chaucer had been avant garde, then his gradual rise in popularity during the first three

4KScth Lercr, Chaucer and His Readers: Imagining the Author in Late-Medieval
England (Princeton UP, 1993) 7.
49Fishcr, "Language," 1168-1180.
50Parkcs and Beadle note that other manuscripts of poems by Chaucer and Lydgate
(Oxford, Bodleian Library, MSS. Fairfax 16 and Bodlcy 638) contain instructions for
party games as a precedent; they also note that MS. Gg.4.27's dialect and the addition of
reader's marks after its production suggest that it, too, was read at such gatherings, 64-65;
my own examination of the book suggests a similar view; additionally, it seems to me that
the narrow shape of the leaves coupled with the wide margins makes it particularly easy to
read from without continually focusing on the words themselves (in other words, a reader
could look up from time to time without losing her or his place); had the book been made
wider, as is not uncommon, some sections of poetry might have appeared in two columns
and therefore more difficult to read from aloud.
51I use this phrase as opposed to "peasants' revolt" in response to new evidence of
more urban and middle class involvement. See R. H. Hilton and T. H. Ashton, cds., The
English Rising o f 1381 (Cambridge UP, 1984).
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quarters of the fifteenth century may have reflected these changes. It is possible that
fifteenth-century readers were building a history of the late fourteenth century not from
what was popular literature in 1390, but from that literature that echoed the changes that
influenced the reader's life. Or as Hayden White notes in his look at Ricoeur's historical
theories, "it is because historical events possess a narrative structure that historians are
justified in regarding stories [or miniatures] as valid representations of such events and
treating such representations as explanations of them."52
In one sense or another, Chaucer was, at some point, a court poet during his
lifetime, as he was obviously read by Gower, Henry Scogan, Thomas Usk, and, probably,
Hoccleve, and possibly many other writers and persons on the fringes of the court53
("court poet" in the narrowest sense would mean a member of the court who wrote poetry
which was read or heard by other people). There is no reason, however, to assume that
this station was permanent. George Kane, for example, suggests that Chaucer made a
marked move from court poet to moralist.54 Perhaps we have not fully appreciated this
view of Chaucer, this notion of Chaucer the moral poet, and perhaps we have failed to do
so because we have been so intent on accepting only the court poet narrative instead. Still,
in rejecting Chaucer the court poet, Chaucer the social commentator seems to be one of the
most likely images to fill the gap. The fifteenth century seems to have embraced Chaucer
for its political and social needs; this may be the real purpose of historical or fictional
narratives in the first place. As Gabricllc Spiegel states, "What literature offers is an index
of socially construablc meaning rather than an image of reality; it is to the construction of
social meaning, rather than the transmission of messages about the world, that the exercise
of literature is directed."55

52Haydcn White, The Content o f the Form (Johns Hopkins UP, 1989) 171.
53Scattcrgood 36-39.
^George Kane, Chaucer and Langland: Historical and Textual Approaches
(Berkeley and Los Angeles: U of California P, 1988)18 -22, and 48.
55Gabriellc M. Spiegel, "History, Historicism, and the Social Logic of the Text in
the Middle Ages," Speculum 65 (1990) 59.
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We can trace the construction of Chaucer to his early travels on the continent.
Chaucer was, of course, indebted to the fourteenth centuty vernacular literature of the
continent. His various allusions and references to Dante, Boccaccio, and Petrarch and their
works can be found in his poetry throughout his life. During his travels, Chaucer was in
an excellent position to study their works. It is tempting, even, to suggest that he met
Petrarch or Boccaccio during his travels, but this is highly unlikely.56 Still, the
opportunities to read the literature of Italy and France during his travels must have been
rich. Of his first visit to Italy, J. A. W. Bennett says the trip affected "the whole course
and tone of English literature."57 Bennett's work here is to trace this development in
Chaucer's works by examining the effect of Chaucer's reading on his writing. Indeed,
much has been done along these lines.58 While this body of work is quite important to our
understanding of Chaucer and his works, we should not overlook the value of reading or
hearing of the Italian and French vernacular while in those regions. Chaucer most certainly
learned of the role of the poet in those cultures. Pearsall suggests this as well:
There w as. . . something . . . directly relevant to Chaucer -- the revelation
to hint of an acknowledged nobility in the vocation of poet, in which he was in the
service of neither court nor church, neither an entertainer nor a propagandist. The
poet in Italy, above all Florence, challenged for and was granted a role in the
community at large, in which he spoke as a philosopher and as a representative of
the wisdom of the past, including the classical past.59
Unlike Lydgate, Chaucer was never a poet in the service of the court or the church; to what
extent, if any, he was an entertainer or propagandist remains to be demonstrated. But

56Pcarsall observes that, even if such a meeting were to have taken place, it is
unlikely Chaucer would have gained much from it, for by this time Petrarch and Boccaccio
"were old and crotchety, and very distinguished, and did not have much time for young
travelers of no rank, and from England, of all places," 104.
57J. A. W. Bennett, "Chaucer, Dante and Boccaccio," Chaucer and the Italian
Trecento, cd. Piero Boitani (Cambridge UP, 1983) 89.
58To name but a few examples: Charles Muscatine, Chaucer and the French
Tradition: A study in Style and Meaning (Berkeley: U of California P, 1957); James I.
Wimsatt, "Chaucer and French Poetry," and Howard Schlcss, "Transformations:
Chaucer's Use of Italian," both in Geoffrey Chaucer, cd. Derek Brewer (Ohio UP, 1975).
59PearsaIl 103-104.
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certainly Chaucer became a philosopher and representative o f wisdom, much of which he
discovered in his travels. It is this vision which the fifteenth century seems to have shared
in its construction of Chaucer.
Lydgate's Siege o f Thebes should certainly be considered in this context for our
understanding of the fifteenth century's reception of Chaucer. It is particularly important in
terms of how this poem attaches itself to the Tales. As proposed in Chapter Four, we
should look beyond the notion that Lydgate was writing a student tribute of some sort to
his master. Lydgate's poetic maturity was, by now, beyond such meanderings.
Additionally, as A. C. Spearing points out, Lydgate is following Chaucer's example in
introducing new pilgrims, examples set in The Canon's Yeoman's Prologue and Tale.a)
But, as Spearing also demonstrates, Lydgate's purpose is more closely related to the
Knight's Tale.61 The Prologue to, and Tale of, the Siege o f Thebes arc presented on the
return trip from Canterbury and arc modeled on and linked to the General Prologue and
Knight's Tale respectively.62 Lydgate, in telling this talc, is providing for his audience the
parts of the Theban legend which precede those events in the Knight's Talc, and in fact "it
ends by taking us up to the beginning of The Knight's Tale.”63 From a modem standpoint
it is tempting to consider the ramifications of complementing the Tales by providing a "last”
talc which begins the first talc at the beginning of a return trip. Much of Spcaring's work
extends from this notion into the issue of the moral imprints Lydgate places on Thebes as
compared to the stark aggressive details of Chaucer's work which in effect negates the
perception of the chivalric romance we find in the Knight’s Talc. Lydgate may have
believed he was "making explicit a moral significance that Chaucer had left implicit."64
Whether political morality was or was not an implicit part of Chaucer’s poetry, is,

60A. C. Spearing, Medieval to Renaissance in English Poetry (Cambridge:
Cambridge UP, 1985) 67.
6,Spcaring 67.
62Spearing 68-84.
63Spcaring 68.
s p e a r in g 84.
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however, not the point here. The fact that Lydgate's reception of Chaucer follows these
lines is very important to our understanding of how the fifteenth century viewed Chaucer's
poetry.
Returning then to the issue of satire (or stereotype) in the Knight's Tale, we must
perceive that Chaucer created a narrative for the Knight which precedes him in the
Prologue, runs through his Tale, and follows him in the reactions of his fellow pilgrims.
"By making the central issue of the Tale not the idea of order per se but the chivalric idea of
order, Chaucer himself historicized his world."65 Lydgate, in turn, is historicizing
Chaucer's historicization. Of course the question then becomes, when we historicize an
earlier account of reality, how are we reshaping that reality? Considering the on-going
debates about Chaucer's use of satire, it seems unlikely we will ever answer that question
in regard to his poetry. One could easily argue, for example, that the entire Canterbury
Tales is a satire - with differing levels of satire, perhaps, but all satire. Or the Tales is
parody, or some combination of the two. After all, what was this servant in the King's
court doing writing such stories about other members of the court and its social structure in
the English huiguage? We answer such questions by viewing Chaucer, in his later years,
as a social commentator or a moralist. These labels, however, suggest that those around
Chaucer would have approved of such writing if, indeed, they were aware of it in the first
place.
Still, our perceptions of the Knight's Talc may be the best place to examine this
notion of Chaucer as a social commentator. Satire, parody, stereotype,'66 or ideal figure,
this development of the Knight through the General Prologue, the Knight's Talc, and the
interruption of the Monk's Talc, and even in Lydgate's Siege underscores the issue of
language itself. The ongoing war with France fostered a need to maintain the English

65Lcc Patterson, Chaucer and the Subject o f History (Madison: U of Wisconsin P.
1991)168.
w,Mann suggests that the description of the Knight "corresponds to a certain mental
stereotype of the characteristics of [his] social class, 14.
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language and culture if for no other reason than to maintain a sense of separation for the
commoners. Fisher notes that preserving the English language was used as an argument in
the English Parliament in 1295,1344, 1346, and 1376 to raise money for the war.67
These issues began to carry very real power for the commoners when the English-speaking
longbowmen cut down the French knights at Crdcy (1346), Poitiers (1356), and Agincourt
(141S).68 The rise of the power of the common archer in England was not limited to the
battlefield either. The long bow always posed a threat to the nobility for its simple
construction and deadly accuracy. This is particularly true for the nobility in England, for
archery was an important sport for the common Englishman.69 The threat was realized
when the longbow was used in the rising in 1381.70
There was, indeed, a subtle shift in the positions of knights and archers taking place
in the late fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries. "The fourteenth century was the age of
the defeat of the knights, who were often obliged -- as at Crdcy - to get down from the
saddle, break off the lower part of their attack lances, and defend themselves against the
enemy as best they co u ld

"7I On the other hand, in 1363, King Edward III instructed

sheriffs to enforce archery practice for nobles and commoners alike, and the "success of
English archery abroad depended upon development, organisation and practice at home."72
In the eleventh through the thirteenth centuries archers were generally recognized as having
a status just above that of the infantry (though they sometimes fought alongside the
infantry) but well below that of a knight. During the fourteenth century, the view of
archers began to approach the level of a knight at a time when knights were literally shot
67Fishcr, Importance, 7.
68Fishcr, Importance, 7; for detailed accounts of the battles sec Jim Bradbury, The
Medieval Archer, (Woodbridgc: The Boydcll Press, 1992)105-138; Chaucer actually had a
personal interest in the outcome of the battle of Poitiers; he was a yeoman on the campaign
of 1359-60 which was a result, in part, of the French refusing to live up to the treaty signed
after Poitiers; sec Pearsall, The Life o f Geoffrey Chaucer, 41.
69Bradbury 160.
70Bradbury 82 and 170.
7,Franco Cardini, "The Warrior and the Knight," Medieval Callings, cd. Jacques
Lc Goff, Trans. Lydia C. Cochrane (Chicago: The U of Chicago P, 1990) 108.
72Bradbury 93.
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out of the saddle by the archers themselves. Since archers could never cross the line into
nobility however, terms such as "yeoman" were applied to them to reflect their rising
status.73
This display of power by the commoners must have been of particular importance
to Chaucer as a member of the court and as an English poet. Archery was, after all, a sport
for commons and nobles alike. Even John Gower apparently practiced the art, as a
miniature of him drawing a longbow appears in London, British Library, MS. Cotton
Tiberius A IV on folio 9v. Indeed, Bradbury suggests that Chaucer's own interest may
also have been a personal one. "Geoffrey Chaucer was a yeoman of the king's chamber,
and from the frequent references to archery in his works, and his description of the
knight's yeoman with his bow, we may suspect that our great medieval poet was himself
an archer."74 Bradbury also states that "there is no better picture of a medieval archer,
drawn in words, than Chaucer’s knight’s yeoman . . . ."75 Interestingly, Terry Jones
notes this same description in support of his argument that the knight is a mercenary:
"Chaucer cheerfully pretends that the heavily-armed Yeoman must be a forester, since he is
wearing a green . . . belt. Green, however, was the distinctive dress of the lowest of all
ranks of mercenaries -- the ubiquitous Welsh archers, who -- like the Yeoman -- were also
noted for their daggers."76 Whether this is true or not is still debatable, but it docs
underscore the importance of the Yeoman to our understanding of the knight. William B.
McColly notes that the description of the Yeoman in the General Prologue "reflects a
hitherto neglected social, economic, and political dimension" of the Knight77 However

73Bradbury 171 and 172; specifically, a yeoman was a servant whose rank was just
below that of a squire.
74Bradbury 165; a clear image of Chaucer as a valettus or yeoman emerges in Dcrck
Pearsall, The Life o f Geoffrey Chaucer, particularly of his entry to that rank in about 1359
and of his attending a knight a late as 1380, sec 41,47-51, 55, and 107.
75Bradbury 176.
76Joncs 211.
77William B. McColly, "Chaucer's Yeoman and the Rank of His Knight," The
Chaucer Review 20 (1985) 25.
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we interpret this description, it does seem as though Chaucer, in a possible reflection of the
times, has placed his Knight and the Knight’s Yeoman in close association.
The Knight's Yeoman docs not tell a talc, and it is impossible to know if Chaucer
ever intended for him to do so. Still, from our perspective, and the perspectives of editors
in the early fifteenth century, he is silent.78 The Canon’s Yeoman, on the other hand, tells
a personal tale about alchemy which is apparently embarrassing to his master. Of course,
the Canon tries to stop his Yeoman from continuing, but the Host protests and the Yeoman
proceeds with his story of failed experiments, indebtedness, and deceit. The Canon rides
off in shame. It is interesting that in addition to a tale which is a stinging criticism of the
practice of alchemy, Chaucer also presents the Canon, only to up-stage him with his own
yeoman. In relation to these two yeomen, we have the tale of Chaucer, a professional
yeoman for much of his life.79 Certainly Chaucer, in his own rise through the ranks, was
in a good position to view the world. From the 1st of October to the 28th of November
1386, Chaucer served as a member of Parliament at Westminster for which he was paid 4.v.
a day.80 No, he was not a knight, but Chaucer had reached a high point in his career.81
Additionally, Chaucer, throughout this career, was in an excellent position to write about
the fringes of the court. The Canterbury Tales, for example, is not a microcosm; it does
not include peasants or town drunks, nor does it include kings or ladies. The individuals in
Chaucer’s pilgrimage come largely from the world he occupied throughout his life. In the
Tales, Chaucer was writing about (and possibly for) the people he dealt with in his day-today life; in doing so, he was commenting on their society.
As a Yeoman, Chaucer was able to travel across parts of western Europe, read
from a large variety of writers, and observe the human condition there and compare it to his
78McColly notes that the Yeoman is a "neglected and misunderstood figure," 16.
79Chaucer probably began his career as a valettus or yeoman from about 1359 to
1380, sec Pearsall 41,47-51, 55, and 107.
8f)BouIay 50-55; Pearsall 202-203; Pearsall notes that 4 s. was "the same rate that
knights received on active duty overseas," 203.
8lPcarsaII notes that "a place in the Commons as a parliamentary knight was a great
honour, and highly prized," 203.
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world in London. From these vantage points Chaucer could observe and write about his
world in a way few others at the time could. Specifically. Chaucer was in close contact
with the people he chose to write about, whether they were nobles or servants. And
Chaucer chose to paint these portraits of his world, as unflattering as they often are, in
English. In MS. Gg.4.27, this English has been transformed into a provincial dialect,
suggesting an interest in expanding Chaucer’s poetic to other regions and establishing
another form of a vernacular literature. What is more, MS. Gg.4.27 is the only manuscript
in the early development of Chaucer’s works to collect those works in one volume. It also
places Lydgate literally and figuratively as the natural successor to Chaucer, both as a poet
and as a social commentator.

Conclusion

There is the distinct possibility that MS. Gg.4.27 and its perspective of Chaucer were
created in response to the growing interest in writing in the English language during the late
fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries. An interest in writing in a given language in a bior trilingual society, such as England was at this time, presupposes an interest in reading
works in the same language. The development of literature depends on readers as much as
writers, and the writers themselves must be readers. But in the age before the printing
press, we would suspect this to be a long and involved process. This is certainly true
considering the political weight of language. Fisher calls the reemergcnce of English in the
fourteenth century a "complicated affair."82 Yet he also notes that "the years following
Chaucer's death in 1400 saw the dawn of a new linguistic era."83 The speed at which

82Fisher, Importance, 1.
83Fishcr, Importance, 143.
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these changes appear to take place in the early fifteenth century suggests that in this instance
someone or something was the catalyst for this change.
Fisher sees Chaucer as an official "cultural cynosure"84 for the court encouraged
by, perhaps, Henry IV himself.85 Fisher further suggests that Henry V continued to guide
this movement, particularly after his success at Agincourt, by way of Thomas Chaucer,
John Lydgate, and the other members of this circle.86 I agree that the Lydgate circle was
involved in preserving Chaucer’s works and developing English literature, but I am not
sure that Chaucer, himself, was guided or encouraged to do so by the aristocracy. It seems
to me there must be something more basic involved: after all, Chaucer is not the only writer
working in English at the time, and wc must not overlook other literary works such as
Piers Plowman or the Pearl in the development of English. There is no evidence that those
writers or even Chaucer were encouraged to produce English poetry, even indirectly. For
example, "at the time Langland was writing, English did indeed lack the institutional
supports of government and education, the ideological support of theology, and the formal
supports of standardized grammars and dictionaries."87 Politically, the government was
interested in English to define boundaries, both figuratively and literally, but there is little
evidence that it supported a sustained development of English. Fisher himself notes that
while there seemed to be an interest in English in the government and among writers, "the
only question is whether the concurrence was coincidental or deliberate."88 There is a need
for comparative studies of manuscripts of English works throughout this period to help
answer these issues.
Returning then to MS. Gg.4.27, the distinction wc should make in this evidence is
that the role of Chaucer the social commentator or court poet or some other Chaucer is

84Fishcr, Importance, vii, this is, indeed, the focus of his book.
85Fishcr, "Language," 1171.
86Fisher, "Language," 1171-1177.
87Tim William Machan, "Language Contact in Piers Plow m anSpeculum 69
(1994) 379.
88Fishcr, "Language,” 1178.
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largely one of reader reception. As Hans Robert Jauss writes, "Just as there is no act of
verbal communication that is not related to a general, socially or situationally conditioned
norm or convention, it is also unimaginable that a literary work set itself into an
informational vacuum, without indicating a specific situation of understanding."89 Thus,
even if Chaucer had been a court poet reading to the court at large, this would almost be a
moot point due to the lack of authoritative manuscripts. We are left with literary
manuscripts produced in another century; one way or another, that century was condemned
to creating a narrative and tradition from its "specific situation of understanding."
Traditionally, we view works which "withstand the test of time" with a high regard. If an
artist we recognize as valuable today was not recognized as such during his lifetime, then
we respond that he "was ahead of his time” or he was avant garde. It would appear that
Chaucer was not as important to the fourteenth century as once believed, but that the next
generation, from poets to kings, from bookmakers to patrons, did value him, and thus
constructed him as an important figure.
This, in turn, leads us to other narratives of Chaucer and his works, whether the
narratives arc historical, fictional, or somewhere in between. But these arc "new"
narratives, for wc arc condemned to this fate: "Meaning is discovered in what connects,
and cannot exist without development. Without a story, without an unfolding, there is no
meaning."90 The best wc can do is attempt to employ methodologies which present
meanings for all levels of the truth. Wc must attempt to sc? all narratives and accept that in
doing this wc create yet another narrative.

K9Hans Robert Jauss, Toward an Aesthetic o f Reception, Trans. Timothy Bahti
(Minneapolis; U of Minnesota P, 1982) 79.
90John Berger 89.
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ABSTRACT

Cambridge, University Library, MS. Gg.4.27, brings together more of Geoffrey
Chaucer’s work than any other extant manuscript. It contains Troilus and Criseyde, The
Canterbury Tales, Legend o f Good Women, Parliament o f Fowls, and other poems. MS.
Gg.4.27 is also important for its unique spellings, its organization, and its value as a
corpus. Based on my examination of the manuscript, I argue that MS. Gg.4.27 is the
earliest surviving effort to create a corpus of Chaucer’s poetry and that the manuscript and
its production provide important information about the reception of Chaucer in the fifteenth
century.
As there arc no manuscripts of Chaucer’s works that have been dated to his
lifetime, we arc largely dependent upon the fifteenth-century reception of Chaucer for what
wc know and read. The basis for understanding the reception of Chaucer’s work in the
fifteenth century, therefore, must be the early manuscripts in which it is contained, and the
most useful of these is MS. Gg.4.27 because of the complexity of its production and the
scope of its contents. A detailed, codicological study of MS. Gg.4.27 illustrates how the
early fifteenth century created a narrative of Chaucer and his works.
MS. Gg.4.27 is mutilated; portions of leaves and even entire leaves are missing.
However, MS. Gg.4.27 was a lavish manuscript produced in East Anglia. Multiple hands
and artists who exhibit East Anglian characteristics were involved in the project and indicate
possible points of origin. Producing such a corpus would have involved significant time
and money for the collecting of exemplars, for laying out the codex, and for editing the
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individual works as they were copied. These features become singular evidence about how
the early fifteenth century constructed Chaucer, the poet. Finally, the construction itself is
contextualized to explore the possibility that this perspective of Chaucer was created in
response to the growing interest in the English language during the early fifteenth century.
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